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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE HAvE received a copy of a circular letter which has been 
sent out by Messrs. Taytor & Tayor, of 10, New Broad-street, 
E.O., calling attention to the unsatisfactory nature of the existing 

tice as to fire insurance on asale of buildings. The subject 
is one on which we have frequently commented, and it seems to 
be admitted that, in the present state of the law, a purchaser 
ean never be perfectly safe unless, immediately upon the making 
of the contract, he takes out a perfectly new insurance. But 
this is for various reasons objectionable. If the contract goes 
off, he has incurred a useless expense, while, as Messrs. Taytor 
& Taytor point out, if it is completed, the vendor expects that 
the existing insurance will be taken over and a proportionate 
part of the = paid. Moreover, a new insurance is, in 
case of leaseholds, not always practicable, as the purchaser is 
not immediately in possession of information as to the conditions 
of insurance. 


Messrs. Taytor & Taytor suggest that what is really 
required is an alteration in the common condition in policies 
which requires that any change of interest shall be sanctioned 
by a memorandum endorsed by the office. The condition, they 
say, should be altered so as, in case of sale, to keep “the 
property covered from the date of contract pending completion, 
and until the then existing approved customer and assured of 
the insurance office parts with the property at completion, at 
which latter time, of course, the insurance office would have 
their right (very rarely exercised) of refusing to accept the 
purchaser as transferee of the policy.”” Some such amendment 
would cure a state of affairs which imposes a serious risk on 
purchasers; and we hope that Messrs. Tayror & Tayzonr’s 
efforts to procure it may be successful. But success, as they 
observe, can only be attained by pressing the question on the 
attention of the offices. 








A tapy was charged before one of the metropolitan police 
magistrates last week with unlawfully using certain craft—to wit, 
palmistry—to deceive and impoée upon certain of his Majesty’s 
subjects. The charge was founded upon section 4 of 5 Geo. 4, 
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c. 83, which makes every person ‘‘ pretending or professing tell 
fortunes or using any subtle craft, means, or device by palmistry 
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or otherwise, to deceive or impose upon any of his Majesty’s 
subjects,’ liable to be committed to the House of Correc- 
tion with hard labour for three months as a rogue 
and a vagabond. We have no sympathy with fortune telling, 
and think it strange that at the commencement of the present 
century anyone who has had a tolerable education should talk 
seriously of palmistry. But we feel considerable doubt as to 
whether the section was intended to apply to persons with a fixed 
abode and presenting an outward appearance of respectability. 
The early statutes authorizing summary proceedings against 
idlers, vagabonds, and rogues were directed against 
persons wandering about without any fixed occupation, 
with a natural tendency to join the ranks of habitual 
criminals. Gypsies, or Egyptians, as they are called in 
ancient chronicles, were usually fortune-tellers, and were, 
rightly or wrongly, suspected of petty thefts from farm- 
yards in the neighbourhood of their encampments. The section 
to which we have alluded, after referring to fortune-tellers, 
deals next in order with persons wandering abroad and lodging 
in any barn or outhouse, or in any deserted or unoccupied 
building, or in the open air, or under a tent, &c. We cannot 
recognize in this description any reference to the prosperous 
rofessor of, or “‘ lecturer” on, palmistry with premises in the 
est End of London. In Penny v. Hanson (18 Q. B. D. 478), 
one of the latest cases in which a conviction under the section 
was affirmed, Denman, J., in speaking of the defendant, says: 
‘* It is absurd to suggest that this man could have believed in 
his ability to predict the fortunes of another. We do 
not live in times when any sane man believes in such a power.” 
But assuming this to be the case, the natural inference is that 
mo sane person can be imposed upon or deceived by such 
predictions. 





Tue precision of Kexewicu, J., last week in Re Andrews 
(reported elsewhere) is the third which has been given quite 
recently on the subject of donationes mortis causd, the two previous 
ones being Re Weston (50 W. R. 294) and Re Beaumont (50 
W. R. 389). In Re Beaumont Buckuzy, J., following the previous 
authorities, held that a gift of a cheque was ineffectual, the 
cheque not having been cashed before the death of the donor; 
but in Re Weston Byrnz, J., allowed that delivery of a Post 
Office Savings Bank book might constitute a good donatio mortis 
causd of the amount appearing in the book to the donor’s credit. 
It is to be noticed that the book was more than a mere receipt 
for money, and contained the terms on which the deposit was 
held, and upon this circumstance the decision was based. In Re 
Andrews, also, there had been a gift of a Post Office Savings Bank 
book, and Kexewicu, J., following Re Weston, held that this was 
effectual, but there was also a delivery of a Post Office investment 
certificate for £50 10s. Local Loans Stock, and thisraiseda new and 
interesting question. Under the Post Office rules depositors have 
the opportunity of investing their deposits in certain securities, 
and the investment may be either in their own names, or they 
may have credited to them a proper amount of the securities held 
by the National Debt Commissioners on account of the Savings 
Bank. If depositor take a transfer of the investment into his 
own name, then it appears to be clear upon the authorities that 
delivery of the certificate, however strong it may~be as evidence 
of intention, will not operate as a good donatio mortis causd: 
Ward v. Turner (2 Ves. 431), Moore v. Moore (18 Eq. 474). 
But in the present case the depositor had adopted the latter 
alternative, and had taken a certificate stating that so much of 
the stock held on account of the Savings Bank had been 
credited to her. It isa plausible argument that such a certifi- 
cate was essentially different from a certificate of the legal title 
to stock, and was capable of gift by delivery. But Kexzwicn, 
J., considered that this would be an extension of the doctrine 
such as a judge of first instance ought not to make, and he held 
that the gift was ineffectual. 





A very interesting point as to the —e of one partner for 
the acts of another was dealt with in the judgment of Fanwez11, 
J., this week, in British Homes Assurance Corporation y. Patterson 
(Zimes, 19th inst.). The plaintiffs were a corporation whose 
chief business was to advance money on mortgage of house 
property. They had employed as solicitor in a certain part of 











their business A., who conducted his business under the 

of “A,&A.” In the early part of 1900 A. was instructed 4 
carry out a particular mortgage, but there was delay and the 
matter was not ready for completion till 1901. In the meap. 
time A. had taken P. into partnership under a deed dated th 
3ist of December, 1900, and in February, 1901, A. gay 
notice of the partnership to the plaintiffs and told them that the 
new firm would be ‘A. & P.” The plaintiffs received the notice 
but paid no attention to it, and they continued to corresponj 
with A. in his old firm name of A. & A., and in February they 
forwarded to him in that name a cheque for £360 to complets 
the mortgage. This he paid into his own private accouat, which 
was overdrawn, and the money was lost, but a receipt for it in 
the name of A. & A. was sent to the plaintiffs and accepted by 
them. The new partner, P., did not at this time knoy 
of the pendency of the mortgage, and no _ partnership 
account in the name of the new firm had been opened 
at any bankers. Under these circumstances the plaintiffs 
claimed that P. was liable to make gvod A.’s defa'cation, 
and they relied on sections 10 and 11 of the Partnership 
Act, 1890, which in general make each partner liable for the 
acts of the others. In particular, uader section 11 (a), “‘ where 
one partner acting within the scope of his apparent authority 
receives the money or property of a third person and misapplies 
it, the firm is liable to make good the loss.” Primd facie thes 
words cover the present case, but Farwet, J., in his 
exceedingly lucid judgment, pointed out that when a change 
of partnership takes place during the pendency of a transaction 
with a third party, the liability of the new firm and its members 
only arises when there has been a novation of the contract 
by reason of the third party, on receipt of notice of the change, 
electing to accept the new liability. Applying this test, he 
found in the circumstances of the case abundant evidence that 
there had been no such novation. The plaintiffs, notwithstand- 
ing receipt of notice of the partnership, had gone on dealing with 
A. under his old firm name, and had sent him the money and 
had taken the receipt in that name. They had, indeed, entirely 
ignored the defendant P., and hence for the purpose of this 
transaction he was not, as regards them, a partner at all. 
Accordingly he escaped a liability which, under the circum- 
stances, would apparently have been a great hardship upon him. 





A somEwHat remarkable charge of perjury was tried at 
the Old Bailey recently in the case of Rex v. Craig. The 
defendant had been charged before justices with an offence and 
had been acquitted. He then sued his accuser for malicious 
prosecution, and in the course of his cross-examination in the 
High Court he was asked whether he had not been some years 
before convicted of fraud and sentenced to a term of imprison- 
ment. This he strenuously denied to be the fact, and eventually 
obtained a verdict and judgment for substantial damages. An 
application was then made to the Court of Appeal to set aside 
this verdict and order a new trial on the ground that the 
plaintiff had committed perjury at the trial. The Court 
of Appeal held that the issue of perjury was one for 
a jury, not for them, and ordered the application to stand over 
until that issue were determined. Henc» the proceedings at the 
Old Bailey which ended in the conviction of the defendant. 
Now, whether he had been convicted or not was obviously quite 
immaterial directly to the issue in the action. It was, however, 
material as affecting the credit of the plaintiff; and it is well 
established that, so far as the law of perjury is concerned, a 
question which goes to a witness’s credit is material. This 
subject was considered by the Court for Crown Cases Reserved 
not long ago in the case of Regina v. Baker (43 W. R. 654; 1895, 
1Q. B. 797), in which the late Lord Chief Justice said that 
all false statements wilfully and corruptly made by a witness as 
to matters which affect his credit are material. He cited the 
case of Regina v. Lavey (3 O, & K. 26), in which the averment 
of perjury against the defendant was that in cross-examination 
in an action, in which she was plaintiff as executrix 
only, she had falsely sworn that she had never been tried at the 
Central Oriminal Court for any offence. it was proved that she 
had in fact been tried and acquitted; but Lord Oampsett, OJ, 
held that there was evidence of materiality. This is a very 
strong case, for it may be fairly argued that a trial followed by 
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guittal is not to the discredit of a person, and that it was © Tux somzwHarT unusual verdict of félo dese was brought in by 
immaterial whether she admitted or denied that she had been a coroner's jury in the Bradford district recently. Though the 
merely tried. It was argued on behalf of the defendant consequences of this verdict are by no means so harsh at the 
in the recent case that he had borne a good character for years present time as would have been the case a century ago, it can- 
since his conviction ; that he had not suspected that his convic- not be denied that they necessarily entail a good deal of addi- 
tion was known to the other party to the action; and that in tional pain to the relatives of the suicide. Before the statute 
denying the conviction he was not acting corruptly or with any 4 Geo. 4, c. 52, the body of a person félo de se was interred at 
intention of perverting justice, but that in his sudden alarm at night in a public highway, generally at a cross-road, with a 
finding his secret known he had instinctively tried to protect his stake driven through the body, and no rites of Christian burial 
character. Such a plea could not, of course, be received as a were allowed. That Act prescribed that the coroner should 
defence in law ; but, being apparently founded on a true state direct the interment of such person to take place in consecrated 
of facts, it had a great effect on his punishment, which was ground within twenty-four hours between the hours of nine and 
nominal. If the answer affects the credit of a witness, it is not twelve at night, but gave no powers for the performance of 
material what his intention was. Probably this sort of perjury Christian rites. This provision was repealed by the statute 45 & 
is generally committed without any intention of perverting the 46 Vict. c. 19, and re-enacted with the omission of the limita- 
course of justice or influencing the result of the proceedings, tions as to time, though it is still necessary for the interment to 
but solely in self-defence, It is therefore perhaps one of the take place after sunset. The latter Act provides, by reference 
less serious kinds of perjury, but perjury it certainly is. to the Burial Laws Amendment Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 41), 
8. 13, for the use of such prayers as may be —— or 
approved of by the ordinary, a provision which also applies to 
persons dying unbaptized or excommunicate, but the full 
by the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved last Christian service is still forbidden by law. —— fo P sages 
Saturday in the case of Rex v. Plummer (reported elsewhere), /2/ 4 8 = guilty of self-murder, and the form of hi © The =: 
Practically, the facts and the difficulty may be stated in this the {ury, that the said C. D. did feloniously kill himse o 
simple form: A. B. and O. are jointly indicted for conspiring *imMilar to that in ordinary cases of murder. But in general a 


to defraud: A. pl ilty: B. } . coroner’s jury will endeavour to temper justice with mercy to 
oars’ pec Bea ro ewe on vr yg Now. oo = the relatives of the suicide, as far as is consistent with their 


iti h : : : its Oaths, and it is only in cases of indubitably wilful self-destruc- 
authorities agree that conspiracy is an offence which from its Gen that they do not return a verdict of “suicide whilst of 


very nature is such that one person alone cannot be charged ~~ # - , - " po 
therewith. And we are told in Hawkins’s Pleas of the coon unsound mind”; a verdict with which the rites of Christian 
burial are compatible. 


that if all the defendants who are prosecuted for a conspiracy be 
ee a one, and = conspiracy be not stated as having 
en had with persons unknown, the acquittal of the rest is the ' 

acquittal of that one also. There is mc authority, too, in THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT OF INTEREST IN 
Reg. v. Manning (82 W. R. 720, 12 Q. B. D. 241) for the KEEPING A MORTGAGE ALIVE. 

principle that where two persons are indicted for conspiring Tux decision of the Court of Appeal in Bradshaw v. Widdrington 
together, and they are tried together, both must be acquitted or (ante, p. 530), affirming the judgment of Bucxuey, J. (49 W. R. 
both convicted. There does not.seem, however, to be any 698), illustrates the doctrine established by a series of cases that 
reported case exactly like the recent cne. The position of a mortgage may be kept alive by payment of interest, although 
things was clearly absurd, for as things stood after the verdict the mortgagor is not in possession, and there has been a convey- 
of the jury, A. had made an unlawful agreement with B. and ance to a purchaser who has taken the land as unincumbered. 
C., but neither B. nor O. had agreed with him. In spite of Under the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, it was considered 
_this the Berkshire Quarter Sessions passed sentence upon that the statute would run against a mortgagee from the day 
A., the court being of opinion that it had no jurisdiction to fixed for repayment (Doe v. Williams, 5 A, & E. 291), notwith- 
allow him to withdraw his plea. It seems clear that ifa case standing that interest was regularly paid; and hence his only 
had not been stated, a writ of error would lie, for the record safety lay in actually entering into possession. To avoid this 
would be bad on the face of it. A case was stated, however, result the Real Property Limitation Act, 1837 (1 Vict. c. 28), 
and the conviction has been quashed. One of the cases most provided that the mortgagee might enter “at any time within 
in point is Reg. v. Zhompson (16 Q. B. 882). In that case twenty [now twelve] years next after the last payment of any 
there were three defendants jointly indicted for conspiring part of the principal money or interest secured” by the 
together and with other persons unknown. No evidence was mortgage; but the Act did not define the person by whom an 
given that any other person whatever was connected with the effectual payment could be made, and this has had to be 
conspiracy, and a jury found that A. had conspired with either een by judicial decision. The question was much 
B. or C., but they did not know which, and so they gave a verdict discussed in the House of Lords in Chinnery v. Evans (11 
of guilty against A. and acquitted B. and ©. Here it H. L. ©. 115), and it was there settled that, to keep 
was held that the verdict could not be supported against A. It the mortgage alive, it is mot necessary that the pay- 
is to be noticed that in this case the jury found that A. had ment of interest should be made by the person who is in 
conspired with some person, but they did not know which of possession of the mortgaged property. The payment cannot, 
two. If, however, in this case the conviction of one could not indeed, be made by a merestranger, but it is effectual if made bya 
stand, it seems to follow a fortiori that the conviction can | person who is liable to pay, and hence it may be made by a 
not stand where the jury have found that neither of the other mortgagor even after he has parted with the equity of redemp- 
two did conspire with A. In fact Reg. v. Thompson seems really | tion; and although this is inconsistent with the decision of the 
tobe directly in point. In Rew v. Cooke (5 B. & 0. 538) it was Court of Appeal in Newbould v. Smith (34 W. R. 690, 33 Ch. D, 
held that if an indictment for conspiracy is found against several, | 127), yet that decision, in which Chinnery v. Evans was not 
and one is tried alone and convicted, the conviction is good and | noticed, cannot impair the rule laid down in the House of 
judgment can be passed on that one, although the others have | Lords. 











TuE Law of conspiracy is a constant source of legal puzzles, but 
it is long since a more curious one was produced than that solved 








not appeared and cannot be brought to trial. This case, however,| That an effectual payment cannot be made by a mere 
was really inconclusive, for it did not settle what the position | stranger was also the result of the decision in Harlock v. Ash- 


Would be if the others were afterwards found and acquitted. If Jerry (30 W. R. 327,19 Ch. D. 589), and for this a a 
such a case occurs in the future, then, according to the recent | tenant of the mortgaged property counts as a stranger. ence 
decision, the conviction of the one will be bad, and probably a payment of rent by a tenant to the mortgagee was not such a 
writ of error will be the only machinery for effecting his payment as would save the statute from running against the 


liberation. Rex v. Plummer has also decided that a criminal | mortgagee. ‘The underlying principle,” said Jssse., M.R., 
court has jurisdiction at any time before judgment (but not after | ‘‘ of all the Statutes of Limitation is that a paren to take a 
judgment) to allow a prisoner to withdraw a plea of guilty and | case out of the statute must be by @ person liable as an acknow- 
plead not guilty ‘ledgment of right.” And in Lewin v, Wilson (11 App. Cas. 639) 
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this statement was enlarged by including persons who were 
entitled to make a payment under the mortgage. ‘In this 
case,” said Lord Hosnovsz, ‘their lordships think it sufficient 
to say that payments made by a person who under the terms of 
the contract is entitled to make a tender, and from whom the 
mortgagee is bound to accept a tender of money for the defeas- 
ance or redemption of the mortgage, are payments which by 
section 30 [of a colonial statute similar to 1 Vict. c. 28] give a 
new starting-point for the lapse of time.” But in applying 
these principles it is assumed that at the time the mortgage was 
paso the statute was not already running against the mort- 
gagor. An owner who is already out of possession cannot by 
mortgaging the land create a fresh right in the mortgagee, and 
then keep such right alive by payment of interest : Thornton v. 
France (46 W. R. 56; 1897, 2 Q. B. 143). Provided, however, 
that the statute had not begun to run when the mortgage was 
created, the rights of the mortgagee are preserved by payment 
of interest by the mortgagor, notwithstanding that he has sub- 
sequently lost possession : Doe v. Zyre(17 Q. B. D. 366), 
It is settled, then, that the mortgagee, in order to safeguard 
his rights, is not bound to see that the person from whom he 
receives interest is in possession of the land. Provided he receives 
it from the mortgagor or his agent, or from some other person 
who is either liable or is entitled to pay, he is entitled to the 
benefit of 1 Vict. c. 28, and the statute does not run against him. 
In Bradshaw v. Widdrington (supra) this principle was applied, 
and perhaps somewhat extended, under the following circum- 
stances. In 1879 James E. Brapsuaw mortgaged real estate 
to trustees of a will to secure an advance of about £5,000. 
He borrowed the money for the use of his son, Wi114M Brap- 
SHAW, to whom it was at once paid over, and on the same day 
the son executed to the father a bond to secure repayment of the 
principal with interest at 4 per cent., the rate payable under the 
mortgage. The mortgage was carried through by a solicitor 
who acted for all parties, and with whom the deeds were left. 
In the books of the solicitor’s firm Wiu11am BrapsHaw was, 
until 1885, treated as paying the interest on the mortgage to his 
father, and the trustees as receiving it, although the father in 
bis account was not treated as receiving it from his son. 
From 1885 to 1892 the son was treated as paying the interest 
direct to the trustees. In 1887 James E. Brapsnaw died, 
leaving the son and the solicitor his executors. In 1892 
the son, Wi1114m Brapsnaw, paid the mortgage money to the 
solicitor, and in the books it was treated as paid to the trustees. 
In fact, however, the solicitor misappropriated it, and himself 
continued the payment of interest to the trustees until his death 
in 1899. Meanwhile in 1884 the mortgaged estate had been 
purchased by Colonel J. O. Brapsnaw, another son of the 
mortgagor, without knowledge of the mortgage, and in the 
conveyance to him it was expressed to be conveyed free from 
incumbrances. After the solicitor’s death the trustees gave 
Colonel BrapsHaw notice to pay off the mortgage, and he 
brought the action for a declaration that their right to the 
mortgage had been extinguished. A decision adverse to him 
was given by Bucxtzy, J., and this has now been affirmed by 
the of Appeal. 
The result assumes, in accordance with the principle above 
stated, that for the rights of a mortgagee to be preserved by 
yment it is not necessary that the payment should be made 


admission of liability.” And similarly in the Oourt of Appa 
Corts, M.R., based his judgment on the fact that th 


payments, being made with the father’s assont, were » 


acknowledgment by him. ‘ Whether,” he said, “ the para 
who pays has the obligation imposed upon him by lg 
as a legal agent, or whether you have him appoint 
to pay under some arrangement with the mortgagor himsdlf 
so long as he pays with the assent, express or impli 

of the mortgagor, that seems to me a payment that keeps alin 
the liability of the mortgagor, being in point of law » 
admission by him of the subsistence of the security.” And th 
same implied assent that was given by the mortgagor in hiy 
lifetime was given by his executors after his death. Heng 
the effectual payments were brought down to 1892, why 
Witt Brapsnaw, as he thought, ee off the mortgage money, 
and the statutory period, therefore, had not run. To the listo 
persons who can make an effectual payment to keep th 
mortgage alive must be added any person who, as betwom 
himself and the mortgagor, ought to make the payment, ani 
who consequently makes it with the implied assent of th 


mortgagor. 








FRAUDULENT SALE BY AN AGENT. 


Tue House of Lords have allowed the appeal in Farquhar 
Bros. § Co. v. King § Co. (reported elsewhere ; in Court of 
Appeal, 49 W. R. 673; 1901, 2 K. B. 697), and the judgments 
are couched in language which implies surprise that the 
majority of the Court of Appeal should have gone wrong in 
what is regarded in the higher tribunal as a nenfectly $i 
case. The facts admit of being very shortly stated. The 
plaintifis were timber merchants, and imported large quantities 
of timber which they warehoused at the Surrey Commercial 
Docks. The timber was delivered to purchasers on delivery orders 
addressed tothe dock company. In January, 1895, the plaintiffs 
sent to the company a written authority under which one Oapox, 
who was a confidential clerk in their employment, was empowered 
to sign transfer or delivery orders on their behalf. Oaron had 
no authority to sell timber, except to a limited amount to the 
old customers of his employers’ firm, but he made use of his 
authority to sign delivery orders for the purpose of effecting 
fraudulent sales. From time to time he signed transfer orders 
directing the dock company to transfer the timber into the name 
of ‘J. T, Brown,” and then, using this name and writing from 
an address which had no connection with the plaintiffs’ business, 
he sold the timber to the defendants. The defendants purchased 
and paid for the timber in good faith, and obtained eri 
means of delivery orders signed in the fictitious name of ‘‘J, 7. 
Brown.” The question in the action was whether the plaintifis 
or the defendants were, under these circumstances, liable to 
bear the loss occasioned by Cavon’s fraud. 

The action was tried before Maruew, J., who put to the jury 
the following question: ‘Did the plaintiffs so act as to hold 
Caron out to the defendants as their agent to sell the goods to 
the defendants?” ; and this question the jury answered in the 
negative. Indeed no other answer seems to have been possible. 
The only holding out was in the giving of the authority to siga 
delivery orders, and this authority was communicated only to 
the dock company, and not to the defendants. The learned 


y or on behalf of a person in possession of the land. They | judge declined to put to the jury the question which the defend- 
may be made by any person liable to pay or who is entitled to| ante’ counsel urged was the pre r one—namely, ‘“ Had the 
1 


y, and no question arises as to the actual possession of the 
d for the time being. In this case the payments were made 
by Wi114M Bransnaw, who was neither the mortgagor nor the 


plaintiffs, by their conduct, ena Caron to hold himself out 
as the true owner, or as entitled to dispose of the goods? 
Upon the answer to the former question he entered judgment 


person in possession of the land; nor, it would seem, was he in | for the plaintiffs for £1,200, the agreed amount of damages. 


strictness the agent of his father to make the payments. Under 


In the Court of Appeal, the majoritysof the Court (A. lL. 


these circumstances it might have been contended that since, | Sur, M.R., and Vavanan Wuuass, LJ., Srmuna, LJ, 
as regards the mortgagees, he was under the mortgage con-| diss.) held that the course adopted by Maruew, J., was 
tract neither bound to pay nor entitled to pay, he was therefore| wrong. They were impressed with the fact that the real point 
to be treated as a stranger, so that his ones would be|in the case was which of two innocent parties was to suffer 


ineffectual. But this view was taken neit 


er by Bucxxzy, J., | for the fraud of a third, and they saw the obvious applicability 


nor the Court of Appeal. The former, upon the assumption | of the maxim enunciated by Asuunsr, J., in Lickbarrow v. Maw 

that Wiitsx was not his father’s agent, said: “Still] (2. R. 63): “We may lay it downasa broad general principle 

he was, as between himself and his father, the person who was | that whenever one of two innocent persons must suffer by t 
to Pay, and his payment, made in pursuance of his | acts of a third, he who has enabled such third person to occasion 





ligations towards his father, was his father’s|the loss must sustain it.” But this broad general principle is 
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———— 
got good law, and even Vavenan Wiss, LJ., admitted 
that it is subject to qualification. ‘The conclusion at 
ghich I have arrived,” he said, ‘‘is that one ought never 
fo say that a person has, within the meaning of the 
enabled the third person to occasion the loss or 
commit the fraud, unless the act which he did is an act 
which he intended to be acted upon by somebody.” Thus 
the mere entrusting of property to another for safe custody does 
not enable him fraudulently to sell it within the meaning of the 
rule, but it is, on this view, otherwise where he is entrusted with 
the property for the purpose of dealing with it. The distinction, 
so far as regards the priority of equitable claims upon land, is 
supported by Brocklesby v. Temperance Building Society (43 W. R. 
606; 1895, A. O. 173), and was acted on by Farwett, J., in the 
recent case of Rimmer v. Webster (50 W. R. 517). In the 
nt case Caron had been entrusted with an authority under 
which he was intended to dispose of the timber, and hence, in 
the opinion of the majority of the Court of Appeal, the plaintiffs 
had enabled him to commit the fraud and were therefore liable 
for the consequences. 

But whatever may be the exact limits of application of the 
above general rule, if it is strictly a rule of law at all, there is 
another which, as Srrriine, L.J., shewed, is decisive of the 

int at issue. The defendants had purchased goods belong- 
ing to the plaintiffs without the plaintiffs’ authority, and there 
was nothing to cure their want of title. Accordingly the value 
of the goods had to be restored to the plaintiffs. The 
authority to sign delivery orders gave Oapon the control 
of the goods, but it is clear that this fact by itself did 
not enable him to make a good title against the plain- 
tiffs. Indeed this sufficiently appears from the necessity for 
enacting the Factors Acts under which, in certain cases, a 
mercantile agent is enabled to make a good title to goods even 
though he is exceeding his authority. These Acts—now embodied 
in the Factors Act, 1889—would never have been required but 
for the strictness of the common law rule enunciated by Buack- 
BRN, J., in Cole v. North-Western Bank (L. R. 10 C. P., p. 362) : 
“At common law a person in possession of goods could not 
confer on another, either by sale or by pledge, any better title 
to the goods than he himself had.” And after referring to the 
exception of sales in markets overt, he continued: “ The general 
tule was that to make either a sale or a pledge valid against 
the owner of the goods sold or pledged, it must be shewn that 
the seller or pledger had authority from the owner to sell or 
pledge, as the case might be.” The owner of the goods might 
#0 act as to clothe the seller or pledger with apparent authority, 
and then he could not deny the authority. But “ the possession of 
bills of lading or other documents of title to goods did not at 
common law confer on the holder of them any greater power than 
the possession of the goods themselves.” And to the same effect 
was the observation of Lord Carrns, O., in Shropshire Union, §-c., 
Co. v. Reg. (L. R. 7 H. L. 496), that the mere fact that a man 
entrusts another with the indicia of property does not enable that 
other to create in favour of a third person a title against the 
owner. In the present case Caron had, indeed, the control of 
the property, but as Srreuine, L.J., pointed out, this was not 
enough. T'o enable him to create a title against the plaintiff he 
must have been held out by them as having authority to 
dispose of the goods. The question put by Maruew, J., to 
the jury, therefore, was correct, and the negative answer to it 

osed of the defence. 

2 commenting on the decision at the time, we observed that 
technically the judgment of Srrrtinc, L.J., might be more 
correct, but we expressed a feeling of sympathy with the 
application by the majority of the court of the broad principle 
that he whose conduct causes the loss shall be left to suffer for 
it, The House of Lords have pronounced very emphatically in 
favour of the view of Sriuine, LJ., and have erp 
nothing to say, even by way of sympathy, in favour of that of 
the majority of the court. ‘The case,” said the Lord Chancellor, 

ing into Latin, ‘was luce clarius; it was simply that of 

8 stolen, and a buyer from a thief could acquire no better 
title than that of the thief who purported to sell the goods.” 
te defence, said Lord Macnacursgy, “has no foundation in 
fetiple or in authority,” and he treated the case as analogous to 








finder. ‘It is,” he said, “no answer to the true owner to say 
that it was his own carelessness that enabled the finder to pass 
it off as his own. If that be so, how can carelessness, however 
extreme, in the conduct of a man’s own business preclude him 
from recovering his own property which has been stolen from 
him?” The technical correctness of this we have already 
admitted, and it would seem that the plaintiffs were clearly 
entitled in the present case to recover. But the circumstance 
that the Factors Acts have encroached on the common law rule 
shews that it is not to be regarded as a model of justice, and 
though the dictum of Asuurst, J., that the party whose con- 
duct has caused the loss ought to suffer, may not represent any 
rule which can with safety be applied as a rule of law, yet it is 
a, counsel of perfection towards which the law ought to endeavour 
to approximate. It is at least a plausible argument that a trader 
who chooses his agent, and entrusts him with the control of 
property, ought to answer for his mistaken confidence, rather 


than a third party should suffer, who has had no part in 
choosing the agent, and whom the agent, by reason of the 
position in which he has been p , has been enabled to 


deceive. It should be noticed, however, that Lord Macnacursn, 
who regarded the law as too clear to allow of any inquiry 
into the actual merits of the parties, nevertheless pointed out 
that, if the plaintiffs had trusted a man who turned out to 
be dishonest, the defendants, on their side, had without 
inquiry dealt with a stranger who was passing under a fictitious 
name. The general result is that, in cases of this kind, 
the strict law is to be followed, and no short cut to justice 
. permissible on the lines of the dictum in Lickbarrow v. 
ason. 








REVIEWS. 
MASTER AND SERVANT. 


A TREATISE ON THE Law OF MASTER AND SERVANT, INCLUDING 
THEREIN MASTER AND WORKMEN IN EVERY DESCRIPTION OF 
TRADE AND QOCOUPATION. WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES, 
By Cartes Mantrey Smits, formerly one of the Masters of the 
Supreme Court. Firra EDITION. BY Ernest MANLEY SMITH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This edition fully keeps up to the high standard of its predecessors. 
The whole subject is varefully treated; each te relation of 
master and servant, the contract, the duties of the one to the other, 
and the liabilities, civil and criminal, which the relation may involve 
will be found in its appropriate chapter; and the statute law on the 
subject, which has assumed formidable proportions, is given in 
an appendix with annotations. The case-law has been ught 
well up to date. 


FRAUD AND MISTAKE, 
A TREATISE ON THE Law OF FRAUD AND MISTAKE. By WILLIAM 


Witiramson Kerr, Barrister-at-Law. Turrp EDITION. EB. 
Sweet & Max 


Sypney E. Wr.iaMs, Barrister-at-Law. 

(Limited). 

The last edition of this work, Mr. Williams points out in his preface, 
was published in 1883, and hence the leading feature of the t 


edition is that much of the text has had to be reconsidered by the 
light of Derry _v. Peek (38 W. R. 332, 14 App. Cas. 337). The main 
result of that decision—that to support an action founded on misrepre- 
sentation, it is necessary to prove actual, and not merely constructive 
fraud—cannot of course be contested, but we are not sure that Mr. 
Williams has done wisely to seek to minimize the effect of the decision, 
and to resuscitate Slim v. Croucher (1 D. F. & J. 518). Although 
that case was not expressly overruled by Derry v. Peek, yet in Low v. 
Bouverie (40 W. R. 50; 1891, 3 Ch. 113) Lindley L.J., held that it was 
in effect overruled, and, should such a case occur again, we imagine 
that a person giving information in answer to inquiry could not be 
made tly answerable for the result of an erroneous statement in 
the absence of fraud, or of such recklessness as to be equivalent to 
fraud. With regard to the text generally, recent decisions have 
furnished abundant matter for consideration, and it has been carefally 
revised. The doctrine of priorities as bet ween successive incumbrancers, 
for instance, depends largely on fraud, and notwithstanding the 
frequency with which it has been before the courts it is still productive 
of numerous decisions. In this, as well as in other matters, Mr. 
Williams has succeeded in giving the effect of the recent authorities, 
and in the present edition the work is satisfactorily brought up to 


in which property, which has been lost, has been sold by the ' date 
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LICENSING REFORM. 


Tue NED AND PRACTICABILITY OF LICENSING REFORM. 
FREDERIOK ERNEST SLEE, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 
Phillips. 


Hon. Sidney Peel, the secretary of that commission. It is 
very careful study of the whole subject, from the point of view of 
a fair-minded friend of ‘the trade,” who sees all weak places in his 


ponents’ case and is not blind to a few in his own. Reform is 


dealt with fully and thoughtfully, and many oft-repeated charges 
against brewers and publicans are shewn to have very little substance 


in fact. For example, it is very widely accepted nowadays that 


there are too many public-houses. The author admits that in some 
few localities this is so, but contends that no sweeping reduction 
is necessary. He argues, wo, that the cry against the tied-house 
system is ill-founded, and while not denying that defects exist in 
the liquor laws, he makes out a strong case to prove that this much- 
a system is not to blame. In short, the proposition the author 
seeks to prove is that, although the liquor laws are by no means 
ect the need of change is not so pressing and urgent as to justify 
or ill-considered legislation; that drunkenness is diminishing, 
not increasing; and that rash changes in the law are more likely to 
check the steady growth of temperance than to accelerate it. The 
book is a useful contribution to the subject, and has the great 
advantage of being the work of one who, in addition to his general 
knowledge of the subject, is thoroughly acquainted with the law 
thereon. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMP DUTY ON RETIREMENT OF A TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to your remarks on p. 563, the profession will no 
doubt note with pleasure that Sir Henry Fowler has procured the 
insertion in the Finance Bill, 1902, of a clause limiting to 10s. the 
duty on conveyances or transfers made for effectuating the retire- 
ment of a trustee under section 11 of the Trustee Act, 1893, 

We observe you say Sir Michael Hicks-Beach would not hear of 
retrospective legislation on the subject, and with reference to this 
we should like to remark that no doubt the profession will consider 
that in fairness to themselves and their clients, when the Inland 
Revenue officials change their minds as to the proper amount of 
duty payabie on a certain class of deed, and insist upon a higher 
rate of duty being paid where they have previously adjudged a 
lower rate to be sufficient, then they should either at once publicly 
make known to the profession the a in their views, or when 
there is legislation on the subject it should be m ade retrospective. 

June 16, Country Soxicirors, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
FARQUHARSON BROTHERS & CO. v. KING & CO. 17th June. 


PainctiraL anp Acent—Fravp or Acsnt—Sate or Sroten Goops— 
EstorPe.. 


Ap from order of the Court of Aggesl (A. L. Smith, M.R., and 
Vi Williams, L.J., Stirling, L J., dissenting, reported 49 W. R. 
673; 1901, 2 K. B. 697). The action was brought by the appellants against 
the respondents to recover certain timber, or damages for its conversion. 
The appellants were timber merchants, and warehoused large quantities of 
timber at the Surrey Commercial Docks, haviog at the same time an office 
in the Oi ag neon ro —- Iya sold to a purchaser, was handed 

y means of a delivery order signed by the appellants and 
addressed to the dock company. The appellants had a confidential clerk 
in their employment named H. J. Capon, whose duties were to attend at 
the office cal to direct the buriness in the absence of the partners, 
and he had a certain authority to sell timber. In 1895 the a 
sent the following written authority, signed by them, to the 
of the dock: “We hereby authorize you to accept all transfer or 
delivery orders which shall be signed on our behalf by Mr. H. J. Capon, 
whose signatare is subjoined. The company acting also on our signature 
as heretofore.” With it was sent a letter to the manager of the docks 


informing him of the ents made. For some years from 1896 
Capon ed transfers delivery orders whereby he ted a 
series of ds. He transferred timber at the docks into the name of 


J.T. Brown, and writing from an address in Battersea sold it in this 
the ts. They acted bond fide in the 


fictitions name to responden: 
transaction, paid him the price, and obtained delivery of the timber from 


m8 


This is not a book intended for lawyers especially, but still it is 
one of considerable value to those lawyers who take an interest in 
licensing reform. The form of the book has been determined 
by the reports of the Royal Commission of 1896, and is some- 
what in the nature of an answer to articles published by the 
a 





————= 
a that the prices paid by the respondents were fair andy 
al and the business carried througa in the o course, 
learned judge (Mathew, J.) asked the jury whether the appellants go 

as to hold out Oapon to the respondents as their agent to sell ty §y 
respondents, and upon a negative answer, judgment was entered forty 
appellants for £1,200, the agreed amount. The Court of Appeal set ty 
aside and entered the verdict and judgment for the respondents, 
ground that the present appellants had by their conduct enabled thy 
clerk to commit the fraud, and that therefore the loss must fall Ue 






























































em. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Harssury, L.0., and Lords Macnacuren, Sum, 
RoBERTSON, Linvizyx) allowed the appeal. 

Earl of Hatssuny, L.0., in the course of his judgment mij. 
But for the views expressed by some of the judges below I showy 
have — it was a plain case. A servant of the appellants jy 
stolen their goods, and the question was whether the persons gy 
received the goods innocently could set up a title to themy 

the man’s employera. I think that statement is sufficient 4 
dispose of the case. It was a clear case of es, je as much y 
that of a pickpocket who took a handkerchief out of a rh 
Capon, the servant of the appellants, had no authority from them to dy 
pose of the goods, and having stolen them, how could he convey th 
property in them to a third party, even though the latter was ay 
innocent? It was impossible he could in the circumstances disclosed, 
was a theft, and the thief could give no better title to another than 
himself had. I do not know what estoppel has to do with the cay, | 
am therefore of opinion that the appellants are entitled to succeed. 

Lord MacnacuTzen in a long judgment expressed his concurren:, 
The other noble and learned lords agreeing, the decision of the Oourto 
Appeal was reversed.—CounseL, Asquith, K.0., Danckwerts, K.0,, amd 
Whately; Lawson Walton, K.C., and Cababé. Soxicrrors, Ward, Perk, 
$ McKay; Anning ¢ Co. 


[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 






































Court of Appeal. 
GUNN v. SHOWELL’S BREWERY (LIM.) AND OTHERS. No, 1. 
13th June. 


Principat AND AGENT—OCoMMIssiON—AGREEMENT TO Pay Oom™MIssion oy 
Prorerttgs Purcuasep — Prorerty Inrropucep To Principat = 
Promotion By PrincipaL or OompaNny To PurcHase Propserr- 
Liasruiry or Parncirat to Pay Commission. 


Appeal by the Showell Brew Oo. (Limited) from a judgmentot 
Channell, J., in favour of the plaintiff, who tried the action without a jury, 
The action was brought by John Edwin Gunn, an auctioneer and com 
mission agent of Cardiff, to recover £8,875 commission, alleged to be du 
from the defendants to him for introducing certain public-houses ani 
breweries, and was 5 per cent. on all the business that was done. Th 
facts that gave rise to the action were substantially these : The defendant 
brewery carry on business at Birmingham, and they promoted a company 
known as Orosswell’s (Limited), to purchase certain tied home 
at Oardiff and neighbourhood under an agreement that Crosswell’s 
(Limited) were not to brew and that all the beer retailed by 
their tied houses should be supplied by Showell’s (Limited), 
The latter company, being anxious to increase their business connection in 
South Wales, decided to purchase other suitable tied houses, and Mr. 
Charles Showell, who was a director of both companies, consulted with Mr. 
Young, who was a director of Crosswell’s but not of Showell’s, as to the 
best way for this to be carried out, Mr. Young put himself in communi- 
cation with the plaintiff, Mr. Gunn, and that gentleman agreed to act 
in the matter, but stipulated that the terms of his remuneration should be 
ut into writing. Mr. Young, accordingly, after consultation with Mt. 

les Showell, wrote a letter—the commission note sued on—which was 
as follows : “The terms of our arrangement for the purchase of licensed 
ro es is that in every case when we purchase properties, houses or 
usinesses introduced by you, we agree to pay you 5 per cent. on 
amount of the purchase, such purchase not to include stock.” The 
plaintiff introduced certain small tied property and then offered a larg 
brewery known as the Caerphilly Brewery, Cardiff, to the defendants 
This they at first refused to consider, but eventually they came to the 
conclusion that it would become ware Chine to cancel the agreement 
they had to supply beer to Crosswell’s ted) and to join with that 
company in promoting a new company to take over the houses 0 
OCrosswell’s and their own tied houses and to purchase the Caerphilly 
Brewery as a going concern to supply all the beer required by the 
amalgamation. The scheme was adopted, and the Caerphilly Brewery 
was Fe ee by the new company for £172,500, and also one of 
the houses introduced by the plaintiff, the Queen’s Ohamber 


Hotel, for £5,000. Under these circumstances the plaintiff claimed com 


ts | mission at the rate of 5 per cent. The defendants denied that the com: 


mission had been earned within the meaning of the commission note, and 
Se ene Se ¢ of which commission was © 
were never purchased by them ; at the time the commission note wat 
given the ent by which the new company was promoted had never 
been thought of, and that they, instead of purchasing for the new come 
had sold their interest in certain licensed property to it and had recel 


com: tion for the cancelling of their agreement to supply all the beet 
required for sale at the houses owned b Crossynll’s ( 
Obannell, J., decided in favour of the plaintiff, and the d 

a 





the docks by means of orders signed in the name of Brown. It 


Oourr (Oottiws, M.R., and Marnew and Oozans-Hanpy, LdJ,) 
without héaring counsel for the respondent, dismissed the appeal. 
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44 Oh. D. 77), as stated by Byrne, J., in Re Weston (50 W. R. 294; 1902, 
1 Ch. 680, at p. 685), the test was whether or not the document, besides 
acknowle g the receipt of the money, expressed the terms upon which 
it was held, and shewed what the contract between the parties was. 
There was here a book in which the sum of stock was mentioned. That 
shewed that the Post Office Savings Bank had invested the money, and the 
rules which were printed in the bank-book no doubt shewed the terms 
upon which it was held. But it was not intended that that should be 
necessarily exhaustive. It was necessary in the present case to go a step 
further, and Byrne, J.’s, decision did not assist his lordship to say that 
this must be a proper donatio mortis causd of the Local Loans Stock so 
invested. So to hold would be to puch the doctrine beyond the decided 
cases; and although the doctrine had been extended of late years in some 
cases, this was a substantial step further, and he thought it was a step 
which ought not to be taken by a judge of first instance. His lordship 
accordingly decided in favour of the validity of the gift of the balance at 
the bank, and against the validity of the gift of the Local Loans Stock.— 
Oounset, H. FE. Wright; Lyttleton Chubb; G, Cave. Soxtcrrors, Radford 
¢ Frankland ; W. D. Mercer ; Pritchard & Sons, 


| Reported by C. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re NEW PREMIER CYCLE CO. Buckley, J. 7th June. 


Company—Repvuction or Oarrrat—Scueme Invoivinc APPROPRIATION OF 
Founp ri Satisraction or Ricuts or PrererENcE SHAREHOLDERS D1s- 
ALLOWED—DiscreTion or Court—Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 
131), s. 11. 


This was a petition under section 11 of the Companies Act, 1867, for 
the confirmation by the court of resolutions passed by the above-named 
company for the reduction of the capital of the company. The company 
was incorporated on the 29th of June, 1896, for the purpose of purchasing 
and carrying on a cycle business. The capital consisted of £600,000, 
divided into 300,000 preference and 300,000 ordinary shares of £1 each. 
On the 31st of August, 1901, owing to the depreciation in the value of the 

will and patents, the company had suffered a loss of capital to the 
extent of £425,000. On the same date there was £74,000 standing to the 
credit of the reserve fund. Under these circumstances a circular was sent 
to the shareholders stating the facts, and containing the terms of a scheme 
submitted by the directors. This scheme involved the writing off 
of £56,000 from the reserve fund, and the reduction of the capital 
to £175,000; this reduction was to be effected by the surrender 
of 50,000 preference and 50,000 ordinary shares, by the reduction 
in the value of the remaining 250,000 preference and 250,000 
ordinary shares from £1 per share to 10s. per share and 4s. per 
share respectively, It was proposed that £18,000, being the amount 
remaining to the credit of the reserve fund, be applied in the payment of 
a dividend of 1s. 3d. per ehare to the preference shareholders in full dis- 
—_ of all dividends due to them prior to the 3lst of August, 1901. 
Resoluticns embodying these terms were passed at separate meetings of 
the preference and ordinary shareholders and were subsequently duly 
passed and confirmed by the shareholders as a whole. The present applica- 
tion was to confirm these resolutions. The attitude of the preference 
shareholders was that they only consented to the reduction of the 
capital on the condition that the distribution among them of the 
£18,000 as dividend should be allowed. This was not disputed by 
the company. It was argued that the reserve fund was not capital, but 
income, being in point of fact arrears of dividend, and that the court 
should not investigate as to whether a dividend should be paid when there 
were assets to meet it: Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co, (1900, 2 Oh. 846 ; 
1901, 2 Oh, 746) was cited. 


Bucxizy, J.,in giving judgment, said: The question in this case is 
whether I ought to sanction the reduction on thece terms. In my opinion 
I ought not. Mr, Jessel says that if the company were to go on it would 
be competent for it toapply this £18,000 as dividend, notwithstanding the 
loss of capital, g that to be co, that is no answer to my objection, 
- If the company had gone into liquidation in November, 1901, that £18,000 

would have been assets for the creditors. I know that a reduction of 
capital is not a winding-up of the company, but the came principles 
apply. I have to see that the assets of the company are not being 
removed from the creditors, It scems to me that when a company asks 
for a reduction of its capital and yet proposes to keep £18,000—that is to 
say, to divide it amongst a class of its shareholders, the court ought not 
to sanction it. I am not saying that under no circumstances has the court 
got jurisdiction to sanction such a scheme. But the application is one in 
which the court has a discretion. For the reasons above stated I think it 
is not a case for the exercise of my discretion in favour of the scheme. 
The petition is dismissed —Covnset, Gore Brown, K.C., and D. Pollock ; 
A. H. Jessel. Sorscrtons, C. J. Furst; Warren, Murton, § Miller, for 
Woodcock § Co., Coventry. 


[Reported by H. L. Onmistox, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». MAYOR, &c., OF BOURNEMOUTH. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 12th June. 


Tramway—“ SunsrantiaL CommENcemENT or Works ’?—*‘ Conciustve 
Evipence ”’—Tramway Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 78). 


This was an information brought by the Attorney-General (as 
representing the ratepayers of Bournemouth) at the relation of the 
Poole and District Electric Traction Oo. (Limit¢d) and an action in which 
the relating company was plaintiff, claiming that the defendants should be 
restrained from continuing to construct a certain tramway on the ground 
that their powers had expired. The defendants had obtained a provisiona’ 


order, confirmed by Act of Parliament on the 6th of August, 1900, 
authorizing them to construct (inter alia) the tramway in question. On the 
same day the plaintiff company obtained an Act authorizing it to construct 
a tramway along the same line, but providing that the power should not 
be exercised till the lst of August, 1902, and not then if the defendants 
had in the meantime constructed their tramway in compliance with 
certain conditions. It was contended for the Attorney-General and the 
company that the defendants could not now lawfully construct their 
tramway because of the provisions of section 18 of the Tramways Act, 
1870. That section provides that the powers conferred by a provisional 
order shall cease to be exercised if within one year from the date of such 
order ‘‘ the works are not substantially commenced,’’ unless the time be 
prolonged by a special direction of the Board of Trade, which had not in 
this case been obtained. The defendants had not, within the time co pre. 
scribed, commenced the construction of the actual line of tramway ; they 
had, however, acquired land for the p ses of a generating station and 
other like purposes, and had entered into contracts with substantial 
firms for the construction of dynamos and other plant necessary 
for the working of the trams. The contracts required an immediate 
commencement of the works ordered. It was argued for the Attorney- 
General and the company that this was not a substantial com. 
mencement of the works referred to in section 18 of the Tramways 
Act, 1870, and that the ‘‘ works” there referred to must mean the 
‘works’? of which a plan and section was by Schedule B of the Act 
required to be deposited with the Board of Trade before the provisional 
order was obtained—i.¢., must mean the actual line of tramway. It was 
argued for the defendants, first, that it being provided by section 18 ofthe 
Tramways Act that a notice in the London Gazette purporting to be pub- 
lished by the Board of Trade that the works had not commenced should 
be conclusive evidence as to the fact, the court would not act on any 
other evidence, and a decision of Kekewich, J., to this effect, in Re Dudley 
and Kingswinford Tramways (42 W. R. 126, 69 L. T. 711), was cited. It 
was argued secondly that ‘‘ works ’’ must here be understood as defined in 
section 2 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, which is required by the Tram- 
ways Act, 1870, to be incorporated in the provisional order—i.e., that they 
must be understood as including the whole of the works authorized by the 
provisional order, which in this case included’ the generating station, &. 

Swivren Eavy, J.—If my decision depended on the question whether 
a notice purporting to bs published by the Board of Trade was not only 
conclusive evidence, but the only evidence upon which I could act, I 
should have felt bound to follow Re Dudley and Kingswinford Tramways (ubi 
supra), though the cases of Reg. v. Thomas (22 L. T. 138) and Re Yarmouth 
and Ventnor Railway (1871, W. N. 236), which tend to shew that ‘‘ conclusive 
evidence’’ in an Act of Parliament does not mean ‘‘ exclusive evidence,” 
do not ap to have been cited before Kekewich, J., in that case. But 
this question does not arise, because I have come to the conclusion that 
there has been in this case a substantial commencement of the works 
within the required time. Section 2 of the Lands Olauses Act is 
incorporated in the provisional order, and ‘‘ works’’ are there defined as 
meaning the whole of the works authorized by the provisional order. In 
my judgment it would be too narrow a construction of the word ‘ works” 
in section 18 of the Tramways Act, 1870, to limit it to the actual laying 
of the tram-line. It may well be that it would be proper, when there is 
time to lay the tram-line within the two years allowed for completion, to 
put off doing so to as late a period as possible, so as to disturb the use of 
the highway as little as possible. Judgment for the defendants, with 
coats as between solicitor and client.—Counset, Warmington, K.C., and 
R. J. Parker ; Vernon Smith, K.C., and Church. Soxicrrors, 8. Morse; 
Lovell, Son, § Pitfield. 


[Reported by Goprrry R. Benson, Esq.. Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
E.v. E. Jeune, P. 13th March, 1900; 10th March and 2nd June, 1902. 
Nuuurry or Marrrace—Vartation or SETTLEMENTS. 


This was a motion to vary the report of the registrar on a petition for 
variation of settlements, and involved a principle of considerable iaterest. 
It appeared that a marriage settlement was executed on the 24th of October, 
1898, and that the marriage was celebrated on the 2nd of November, 1898, 
and was declared null and void on the petition of the husband, the decree 
nisi being pronounced on the 13th of March, 1900, and made absolute on the 
29th of October, 1900. Under the settlement the respondent assigned to 
the trustees a sum of £50,000 to be raised out of her share, estate, or 
interest, whether vested or contingent, under the will of her grandfather 
when that share or interest should fall into possession. The whole of the 
£50,000, however, could not be raised by reason of some of the provisions 
in the grandfather’s will, and the amount could no® be accurately ascer- 
tained until after the death of her father. On the 13th of January, 1902, 
the registrar reported on the petition for variation of settlements presen 
by the husband, but the petitioner appealed from that report, aud contended, 
inter alia, that the registrar should have reported in favour of an annual sum 
being paid to him during his life out of the income of the settled fund. It was 
contended on behalf of the petitioner that the law was not clear whether 
in cases of — of marriage the settlement becomes absolutely void ips 
facto or whether it is voidable. Did the decree annulling the marriage set 
aside the settlement, or did the settlement stand until it was set aside by 
the order of the court? 4., otherwise M. v. M. (10 P. D. 178), was n0 
doubt usually cited in such circumstances, it apparently being an authority, 
but the head-note was not justified by the evidence in the case. Neither 
| the recent case in the Court of Appeal of Dormer v, Ward (1901, P. 20) 
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— 
dside the point. A further questson arose as to what actually was “‘ the 
property settled ’? with which the court could deal. For the mdent it 
was contended that the settlement had come to an end on the decree nisi 
being made absolute. In Dormer v. Ward the court did hold distinctly 
that, although the settlement was dead, the court stili had statutory power 
to deal with such property as was subject to the settlement. 

Jeune, P., said that it appeared to him that the contention put forward 
on the i of the husband was that although a settlement might be 
regarded as not continuing, yet the property in the settlement might be 
dealt with by the court as if the decree had set aside the settlement. He 
did not think that the care of Dormer v. Ward (1901, P. 20) was really 
ap) e here. He thought that the effect of the deed was clearly to 
settle the property which it was contended was not thereby settled. He 

t he might take into consideration the average income of the 
husband, and he would vary the settlement by ordering the wife to pay 
£200.a year for life to the petitioner, the deed securing the same to be 
gttled by conveyancing counsel.—CounsgL, Inderwick, K.C., and Low, 
K.0.; Bargrave Deane, K.O., and Priestley. Sox1crrors, Nichelson, Graham, 
¢ Nicholson; Miller, Smith, § Bell, for Fowler, Langley, § Wright, 
Wolverhampton. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Goods of WILLIAM BROOKER MORIVIAN (PRESUMED 
DECEASED), Jeune, P, 16th June. 


PRoBATEB—PRESUMPTION OF Datu. 


This was a motion for leave to swear the death of William Brooker 
Morivian under the following circumstances. Oaptain Morivian was master 
of the steamship Stockport, belonging to the port of Cardiff. On the 16th of 
February of this year he sailed in charge of her from Odeesa for Hamburg, 
and on the 19th of February the ship passed through the Dardanelles, 
but had not since been seen. A hurricane was blowing in the Mediterranean 
on the 22nd and 231d February, and it was supposed that the ship had 
foundered with all hands. Furthermore, a lifeboat had been sighted with 
a dead body in it, and the boat’s name was made out as steamship 
Stockport. On the 2nd of April the ship had been gg at Lloyd’s as 
missing, and the underwriters had paid as on a total loss. 

Javnz, P., gave leave to swear the death of Oaptain Morivian-as having 
occurred on or since the 19th of February, 1902, subject to a notice being 

iven to the company in which he was insured.—CovunseL, Barnard, 

qicitors, Riddell § Co., for Morgan, Scott, ¢ Shackell, Oardiff. 


{Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the Goods of ANN CAROLINE SMART (DECEASED). Barnes, J. 
12th May ; 11th and 16th June. 


PRoBATE—INCORPORATION OF DocuMENTS. 


This was a motion for probate of a will and codicil incorporating a 
document under the following circumstances. It appeared that Ann 
Caroline Smart died on the 6th of March, 1902, having executed a will on 
the 28th of February, 1895, and a codicil thereto on the 27th of July, 1900. 
The clauses of the will material to this motion were as follows: ‘I direct 
my trustees to give to such of my friends as I may designate in a book 
ormemorandum that will be found with this will the different articles speci - 
fied for such friends in such book or memorandum and as regards any of such 
articles not specifically disposed of by me I declare that Margaret Rose 
Smart shell have full power to abeolutely dispose thereof.” After the 
death of the testatrix a book was found in a drawer of her bedroom, 
together with the will and codicil marked ‘1898. Hints for my executors ; 
amended 1899.”” The book contained the words “‘they’’ (the executors) 
“will like to have a guide as to the disporal of some of my property, so I 
write down a sketch of my wishes, as I wish to save them all the trouble I 
can.” The codicil did not inany way refer to the memorandum book, but 
on her death-bed the testatrix had referred both to the will and to the 
book, and pointed to the drawer where they were subsequently found. The 
question raised for the consideration of the court was whether this book or 
memorandum was entitled to incorporation in the testamentary documents 
Inasmuch as it was not in existence at the time the will was executed. 
The following cases were cited : In the Goods of Hunt (2 Robt. 622), In the 
Goods of Stewart (3 Sw. & Tr. 192), In the Goods of Lady Truro (1 P. & D. 
201), In the Goods of Mary Reid (38 L. J. P. & M. 1), and Durham v. Northen 
(1895, P. 66). 

_Banyas, J., in giving judgment eaid that there was no doubt that at the 
time the will was made the book or memorandum was not in existence. 
Neither was any reference to it to be found in the codicil. Qould the 
memorandum, therefore, under such circumstances, be incorporated with 
the testamentary document? He did not think that it could. No doubt 
if a testator referred to a testamentary document it did become incor- 
porated : Allen v. Maddock (11 Moo. P. ©. 427), In the Goods of Sunderland 
(1P.&D. 198). But the document which it was sought to incorporate 
must be in existence at the execution of the testamentary document, and 
if it is clear that the document was not in existence, but was merely, so to 
speek, in futuro, there could be no incorporation, Jn the Goods of Hunt (2 

bt. 622), In the Goods of Stewart (3 Sw. & Tr. 192), In the Goods of Lydia 


Mathias (3 Sw. & Tr. 100); In the Goods of Lady Truro (1 P. & D. 201), In | 


the Goods of Mary Reid (38 L. J. P. & M.1). This book, therefore, ought 

not to be incorporated with the will and codicil. Costs would be allowed 

4 of ~ ectate.—Counsat, Bargrave Deane, K.0.,and Elgood, Soxtcrrors, 
Yor'man. 


{Reported by Gwynne Hay, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 








High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


REX v. PLUMMER. C.C.R. 10th May; 14th June. 


Crmaiat Law—Turez Psrsons Jormstiy Inpicrep ror Consprracy— 
First Person Pieaps Guirtry—Srconp anp Turrp Persons Founp Nor 
Gurtty sy Jurnv—Fimstr Person Cannot se Convicrep AND SENTENCED 
ON HIs PLEA or Guitry. 


This was a case stated by the justices of the Berkshire Quarter Sessions. 
It raised the question whether, where three persons were jointly indicted 
for conspiracy and the first pleaded guilty and the second and third were 
found not guilty by the jury, the first could be convicted and sentenced 
on his plea of guilty. ‘enton, Plummer, and Wheeler were indicted 
together on an indictment which contained five counts for obtainiag money 
by false pretences, and a sixth count for conspi to defraud the Thames 

mservators. The sixth count did not ege that there were 
any other or unknown parties to the conspiracy. All three 
defendants were included in one arraignment. All _——_ not guilty to 
the first five counts. Plummer pleaded guilty to the sixth count; the 
other defendants pleaded not guilty to the sixth count as well as to the 
first five counts. The jury returned a verdict of not guilty in favour of 
Plummer on the first five counts, and the trial of the other defendants pro- 
ceeded, and Plummer was called as a witness, on behalf of the prosecution, 
against them. Fenton and Wheeler were found not guilty on all the six 
counts. Counsel for Plummer thereupon submitted that Plummer could 
not be convicted, as the jury had, by their verdict, negatived any 
conepiracy. The chairman considered the contention untenable, and 
thereupon counsel for Plummer asked leave to withdraw the plea of guilty 
which had been entered for him and to enter a plea of not guilty. The 
chairman considered that he had no power to do this, but he consented 
to state a case. The questions for the court were: (1) Whether a 
conviction could be recorded and judgment passed upon Plummer ; 
(2) whether the quarter sessions had jurisdiction to permit Plummer 
to withdraw his plea and enter a plea of not guilty; (3) if the quarter 
sessions were wrong, what course ought to have been taken? During the 
arguments the following cases were cited: The King v. Cook (5 B. & O. 538), 
Harrison v. Errington (Poph. 202), The King v. Sudbury (12 Mod. Rep. Case, 
473), Vaua’s case (4 Rep. 400), Lord Sanchar's case (9 Rep. 211), The Queen v. 
Ahearne (6 Oox O. O. 6), The Queen v. Brown (38 W. R. 95, 24 Q. B.D. 
357), The Queen v. Manning (32 W. R. 720,12 Q.B. D. 241), Zhe Queen v. 
Clouter and Heath (8 Cox ©. C. 237). Cur. adv. vult. 

June 14—Tuz Covrr (Lord Atversronz, O.J., and Wricut, Brves, 
Daxuine, and Jexr, JJ.), having taken time to consider their judgment, 
quasht d the conviction. 

Wricat, J., in reading his judgment, said: The court must infer from 
the facts stated that the appellant, Plummer, was given in charge to the 
jury upon the first five counts in order that, no evidence being offered 
against him upon those counts, the jury might find a verdict in his favour 
upon them. There was no reported precedent which, on the facts, was 
exactly in point. There was much authority that, if the appellant had 
pleaded not — to the charge of conspiracy, and the trial 
of all three defendants together had proceeded on that charge 
and had resulted in the conviction of the appellant and _ the 
acquittal of the only alleged co-conspirators, no judgment could have 
been passed on the appellant ; because the verdict must have been rega: ded 
as repugnant in finding that there was a criminal agreement between the 
appellant and the others and none between them and him: Harrison v. 
Errington, The King v. Sudbury, Ohitty’s Oriminal Law (2nd ed.), vol. 3, 
p. 1141; Zhe Queen v. Thompson (16 Q B, 832). In The Queen v. Manning, 
though the judgments purported to be based mainly on the opinion of 
the judges in O'Connell v. The Queen (11 Ol. & F., at pp. 236-7), which 
did not seem to affect the present question, the decision was in accordance 
with the previous authorities, which appeared to establish that the mere 
possibility of the one defendant’s ha been acquitted by reason of 
evidence not being forthcoming or admissible against him which was forth- 
coming or admissible against the other who had been tried with him was 
not enough to cure the inconsistency apparent on the record. It was equally 
clear that, if the appellant had been tried alone for the conspiracy and had 
been convicted, his conviction would have been good at the time and judg- 
ment could have been pronounced against him, although the other persons 
included in the indictment had not appeared or were dead, or the trial 
of them had been postponed: Bro. Abr. Consp., 21; The King v. Nicholls 
(13 East, 412 n.), The King v. Scott (3 Burr. 1263), The King v. Cook (ubdi 
supra), The Queen v. Ahearne (ubi supra). It was, however, not clearly 
settled whether in such a case of separate trials a subsequent acquittal of 
the other defendants upon their separate trial would avoid the effect of 
the previous conviction of the appellant. The present case might be 
regarded as intermediate between the case of a wholly joint trial and the 
case of separate trials. If error had been brought, one record would 
have been made up, and the same record would have shewn the 
inconsistent plea and verdict. The trial ought, therefore, to be regarded 
as in substance joint, and the plea of guilty ought not to be followed by 
judgment. There was authority to this effect in Robinson v. Robinson (1 Sw. 
& Tr., at P. 392); and it ceemed to be supported by the language of Lee, O.J., 
in The King v. Nichols Agen from the conclusion of strict law, the 
unfettered power which 11 & 12 Vict. c. 78 conferred on this court to 
make such order as justice might require might in this case be exercised 
in favour of the appellant, who might have pleaded guilty to the minor 
charge under misapprehension, and who certainly did not plead ty to 
any separate offence. As to whether the court had power to allow the 
appellant to withdraw his plea of guilty, there could not be any doubt that 
the court had such power at any time before, though not after, judgment 
(The Queen vy. Clouter; The Queen v. Sell, 9 O. & P., 346); and as they 
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inferred that, but for the erroneous opinion that the court of quarter 
sessions had no such power, the withdrawal would have been allowed, this 
might of itself be a ground for a venire de novo (The Queen v. Yeadon, 
10 W. B. 70, 31 L. J. M. O. 70), the indictment being for a misdemeanour. 
In entertaining this case, notwithstanding that the appellant pleaded 
guilty, they, the court, adopted the construction of the Act which com- 
mended itself to the court in The Queen v. Brown in preference to the 
decision in The Queen v. Clark (15 W. R. 48, L. R. 1 0. O. R. 54), where it 
was held that a —* arising upon a plea of guilty was not a question 
upon & A 

Brvcs, J., read a judgment to the same effect. 

Darina, J., said that he agreed with the judgment of Wright, J. 

Lord Atvenstons, O.J,, said that upon the first point Jelf, J., and he had 
felt very considerable difficulty, because the rule might be used to defeat 
the ends of justice; but they felt unable to answer the able judgments of 
Wright and Bruce, JJ., and therefore concurred in them. As to the 
withdrawal of the ry they entirely concurred. Conviction quashed.— 
Counset, Dickens, K.0., and A. J. David; H.C. Biron and W. Frampton. 
Soxicrrors, Rooke ¢ Sons, for Brain ¢ Brain, Reading; W. 8. Bunting. 


[Reported by E. G. StrzuwEx1, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re LAWFORD & LAWRANCE. £zx parte THE TRUSTEE v. WARD, 
Wright, J. 9th and 12th June. 


Banxrvurtcy—Piepce—Prorerty or BankrupT—ReLATION Back oF 
Trustzx’s Trrne—Banxrvrptoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 44. 


Motion by the trustee in bankruptcy to recover the value of certain cabs 
and horses pledged by the bankrupts with the respondent, and re-delivered 
to the bankrupts by the respondent with notice of an act of bank- 
ruptcy. On the 14th of September, 1900, the bankrupts deposited 
a number of cabs and horses with the respondent to secure a loan 
of £435. On the 27th of September, 1900, the bankrupts deposited 
a second lot of cabs and horses to secure a loan of £120. On the 
6th of October, 1900, the bankrupts committed an act of bankruptcy, 
their goods having been sold by the sheriff under an execution. 
On the 26th of October they paid off the loan of £435, and the respondent 
re-delivered to them the first lot of cabs and horses. On the 9th of 
January, 1901, a receiving order was made egainst them, and on the 11th 
of January, 1901, they repaid the loan of £120, and the respondent re- 
delivered the second lot of cabs and horses to them. The trustee now 
moved against the respondent to recover the difference between the value 
of the cabs and horses and the amount lent by him upon them. It was 
at the hearing to the satisfaction of the court that the respondent 

notice of the act of bankruptcy of the 6th of October when he gave 
back the first lot of cabs and horses to the bankrupts ; and of the receiving 
order when he returned the second lot. 

Waicut, J., dismissed the application, holding that, although the 
respondent had notice of the act of bankruptcy and of the receiving order, 
he conld not have refused to return the goods pledged with him by the 
bankrupts when they came and tendered him the amount of the loans.— 
CovnseL, Carrington and Frank Mellor; Muir Mackenzie and &. G. 
Lushington. Soxicrrors, Cecil F. Jennings ; George Reader. 


[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re HOWES. Wright, J. 13th June, 


Banxnvrtcy—Costs—TaxatTion— Prosecution or BankruptT—Desrrors 
Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), ss. 16, 17. 


Application by way of appeal from the taxing-master in bankruptcy. In 
this case the trustee with «ee dinsael sanction of the committee of inspec- 
tion bad instructed a firm of solicitors to prosecute the bankrupt. The 
bankrupt was acquitted, but the prosecution nevertheless was the means of 
recov some property from the estate. When the solicitors’ bill came 
before the taxing-master he taxed off the costs of the prosecution 
on the ground that the trustee should have followed the 
procedure laid down in section 16 of the Debtors Act, 1869, in 
which case the costes of the prosecution would have been borne by 
the Public Prosecutor as provided by section 17 of the same Act. 
The provisions of thore sections are as follows :—Section 16: ‘‘ Where a 
trustee in any bankruptcy reports to any court exercising jurisdiction in 
bankruptcy, that in his opinion a bankrupt has been guilty of any offence 
under this Act, or where the court is satisfied upon the representation of 
apy creditor or member of the committee of inspection that there is ground 
to believe that the bankrupt has been guilty of any offence under this Act, 
the court shall, if it appears to the court that there is a reasonable 
probability that the bankrupt may be convicted, order the trustee to 
prosecute the barkrupt for such offence.’”? Section 17: ‘‘ Where the 
prosecution of the bankrupt under this Act is ordered by any court, then, 
on the production of an order of the court, the expenses of the prosecution 
shall be allowed, paid, and borne as expenses of prosecutions for felony 
are , paid, and borne.” ‘The trustee appealed against the decision 
of the taxing-master, and contended that the trustee, having obtained the 
express sanction of the committee of inspection, ought to be allowed the 
costs of the prosecution. 
Wuicnr, J., affirmed the decision of the taxing-master, holding that the 
was not entitled to the cosets of a prosecution undertaken without 
an order of the court as provided for by section 16 of the Debtors Act, 1869. 
Application dismiesed.—Covunse, Muir Mackenzie. Soricrrors, Adams ¢ 


[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxz, Esq., Barrister-at-Law | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held on the 12th inst. at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Arthur Toovey in the chair, the other 
weaned ag being Mr. Burt, Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, Mr. 
Ram, Mr. Vallance. Annuities amounting to £540 were granted to 
members’ widows, and grants amounting to £285 were mate in relief of 
non-members’ cases. An additional gift in commemoration of the 
Coronation was made of £10 to members’ cases, and £5 to non-members’ 
cases, amounting in all to an additional sum of £185, and making the total 
sum of £1,010 voted in relief. Mr. Arthur Toovey was clect-d chairman 
of the board for the year, and other general business was transacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced at the age of fifty-three of Mr. Gzorcx Pzarso 
Wauzzzr, the chief clerk in the Judicial Department of the Privy Oouul 
—an office which he had filled for the last twenty-six years. Mr. eeler, 
who was a graduate of Dublin University, was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in 1874, and went the Western Circuit. Before his appoint. 
ment in the Civil Service he was a journalist, and in that capacity took part 
in the Prince of-Wales’s visit to India. In collaboration with Mr. Frank 
Safford he wrote a work on Privy Oouncil appeals. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. A. RB. Kresy has been elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, in suc. 
cession to the late Mr. O. T. Simpson. 


The King has been pleased to approve the appointment of Mr. Gruzerr 
Sroart Henpexson, of the Oalcutta bar, to bea Judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Calcutta, to fill an appointment recently created to meet the 
increase of the work of the court. 


GENERAL, 


The Lord Chief Justice has been appointed by the Government to act as 
arbitrator for the settlement of disputes between the Indian Executive and 
the British Treasury, as to the proper apportionment of public expenditure 
affecting India, 


The Lord Chief Justice, accompanied by Mr. Justice Bigham, will go to 
South Africa at the beginning of the Long Vacation in August, when they 
will visit Johannesburg, Pretoria, and the principal battlefields and places 
of interest in connection with the late war. 


A tablet to the memory of the late Lord Justice Coleridge has been 
placed in Allington Church, Devon. The subscribers to the tablet 
included the present Lord Chief Justice, Lord Justiee Mathew, Mr. Justice 
Wright, Mr. Justice Bigham, Sir John Kennaway, M.P., Mr. Mellor, K.C., 
and the head master of Eton. 


The Lord Chief Justice entertained a number of the members of the 
Northern Circuit at dinner at his house in Kensington on Tuesday evening, 
among them being Sir — Leese, K.0., M.P., Mr. Pickford, K.O., Mr. 
Carver, K.0., Mr. Shee, K.0., Mr. Horridge, K.0., Mr. Taylor, K.O., Mr. 
Steel, K.0., and the Hon. J. Mansfield. 


In reply to a resolution of thé Associated Chambers urging that facilities 
should be afforded by the Board of Trade for a full inquiry into the 
working of the present law as regards trade-marks, Mr. Gerald Balfour replied 
that before gi a definite = the suggestion that a committee should 
be — to consider this subject, he would be glad to give farther 
consideration to the matter. He hoped, however, to be in a position to 
send a reply in the near future. 


Mr. John Albert Farnfield, of Poe House, Brixton Hill, and formerly 
a member of the firm of J. A. & H. E. Farnfield, solicitors, Lower Thames- 
street, who died on the 24th of April, left an estate of the value of 
£23,628 98. 6d. He bequeathed £500 to the Royal Masonic Benevolent 
Institution for Freemasons and Freemasons’ Widows, upon trust to apply 
the income every year as a consolation prize for one male and one female 
candidate who shall be unsucceseful at the election in May. 


Thursday, the 12th inst., being the grand day of Trinity term at Gray’s- 
inn, the Treasurer (Mr. Herbert Reed, K.O.) and the Masters of the Banch 
entertained at dinner the following guests : The Right Hon. Lord Strathcona 
and Mount Royal, the no hig Hon. Lord Avebury, the Right Hon. H. H. 
Asquith, K.0., M.P., the Right Hon. Sir Frank Laseelles, G.O.B. (British 
Minister at Berlin), General sir Edward Brabant, K.0.B., the Right Hon. 
Sir Edward Oarson (Solicitor-General), Sir Squire Bancroft, Colonel Alfred 
Egerton, ag gr! to H.R.H. the Duke of Connaught), Mr. Austen 
Chamberlain, M.P., Colonel Roy ds, M.P.,and Mr. Frank Dicksee, R.A. The 
Benchers present in uddition to the Treasurer were H.R.H. the Duke of 
Connaught, Lord Ashbourne, Lord Shand, Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur 
Collins, K.0., Mr. Hugh Shield, K.O., His Honour J — Bowen 
Rowlands, K.O., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. Arthur Beetham, Mr. John Roe, 
Mr. Paterson, Mr. Mulligan, K.O., Mr. Mattinson, K.O., Mr. Macaskie, 
K.0., Mr. O. A. Russell, K.O., Mr. Montague Lush, K.0., Mr. Dicey, 0.B., 
Mr, Barnard, Mr. H. O. Richards, K.0., M.P., Mr. Duke, K.O., M.P., Sit 
DD). Salomons, K.O., with the Preacher (the Rey. Canon O. J. Thompson, 
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The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society will be held at the Hotel 
Cecil on Tuesday, the 8th of July next, at 7. for 7.30 p.m., to meet the 
representatives of the Colonies at the Ooronation, Sir Wilfrid Laurier, 
K.C., Mr. Barton, K.C., Mr. Seddon, Sir Charles Tupper, Sir Gordon 
sprigg, Sir W. Sendall, Sir Albert H. Hime, Sir J. West Ridgeway, Sir 
Henry Blake, Sir Robert Bond, Sir F. W. Grenfell, and Sir W. Mc r, 
the majority of whom have already accepted the invitation of the ty 
to be its guests upon this occasion. 

The Treasurer and Masters of the Bench of the Inner Temple have 
issued invitations for a banquet in the society’s hall, at 8.30 p.m, on 
Tuesday, the Ist of July, to mect the Premiers and other distinguished 
visitors from his Majesty’s dominions beyond the seas. Among those who 
have already accepted the invitation are: Mr. Edmond Barton, K.O., 
Mr. Seddon, Sir J, Gordon Sprigg, Lieut.-Oolonel Sir Albert Henry Hime, 
the Hon. Sir Robert Bond, and Mr. Chamberlain. Many a 
judges, including the Lord Ohancellor of Ireland, the Lords of Appeal, 
the Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, and the Master of the Rolls, have also 
accepted the invitation ; and — the Masters of the Bench, the Lord 
Chancellor and the Speaker of the House of Commons have expressed their 
intention to be present. Members of the inn who desire to attend the 
banquet are requested to apply for tickets at the Treasurer’s office, Inner 
Temple, without delay, and not later than Tuesday, the 24th of June. 

Tuesday night, says the Dat/y News, was the annual ladies’ night debate 
of the Hardwicke Society, and a large company assembled in Gray’s-inn: 
Hall. The subject for debate was ‘‘ Should Women be Admitted to the 
Legal Profession ?’’ and Mr. H. O. Richards, K.C., M P., opened in the 
affirmative, contending in a vein of light banter that women might at least 
be admitted to the ‘** lower’’ branch of the profession, that of the solicitors, 
as they would introduce honesty into its practices, and be able to receive 
the confidences of ladies upon delicate matters needing the interference of 
the law. In the course of the diecussion, in which several ladies took part, 
the Common Serjeant (Mr. are said that if lady lawyers might be 
judged by lady litigants they would never be stupid or dull, but invariably 
rude. Mr. Justice Lumley Smith drew a harrowing picture of the 
domestic discord which might arise if husband and wife ap on 
opposite sides, or if a lady barrister appeared before her hus as judge 

his decision were against her. 

On taking his seat in court on Monday morning, says the Times, Mr. 
Justice Grantham referred to the stands which have been erected in front 
of the Law Oourts for the purpose of providing seats to view the Oorona- 
tion procession. He said that there appeared to be an impression that 
these stands, which projected to a considerable extent over the public 
footway, had been erected by the authorities of the Law Courts. That, 
however, was not the case. He himself had previously had the manage- 
ment of the stands at the Law Courts, and he was applied to a month or 
two ago to allow the stands which had now been allotted by the Lord 
Chancellor to the judges and the bar to be extended over the pavement 
so as to provide more ceats and a better view. He had od - a refused 
to accede to this request, as in his opinion the pavement ought to be left 
free for persons passirg to and fro. He found, however, that the 
present structure had been put up, projecting over the pavement, by the 
Corporation of Westminster, who claimed a right to do it. He did not 
know whether they had the right, but he suppoeed they had. He thought 
it right, however, to mention this matter, as the profession had the 
opprobrium of having occupied the pavement, and it was also due to the 
her Chancellor, who had been mentioned as having control of the 

ing. 

At Worcester, on the 13th inst, says the Times, Frederick Corbett, 
solicitor, was charged with misappropriating various sums of money 
belonging to clients, amounting to over £4,000. Mr Tree ited on 
behalf of the Treasury, and of four charges proceeded t with one 
relating to a sum of £2,535, belong to Thomas Vincent Acton and 
Middleton H Dand. Mr. Tree explained that the prosecutors were 
trustees under tyre + settlements of the late Major De Trafford, upon 
whose death in July last the defendant was requested to wind up the estate. 
As there was much delay, Mr. Davis, another solicitor, was consulted, with 
the result that the defendant, after han over certain securities, con- 
fessed that he could not pay the balance, saying, ‘‘ [ama ruined man ; I am 
like a stockbroker unable to meet his engagements, I must the penalty 
of my folly.”” Mr. Tree explained that the defendant had offered to and 
did supply information to enable the case to be proved. Formal evidence 
having been given, the defendant, upon being charged, made a speech 
from the dock to the effect that two — ago he would have had a legal 
defence to the charge, and even now he might have one, but he could not 
shut his eyes to the trend of recent decisions in cases affecting solicitors, 
who seemed to get ecant consideration. Matters were made criminal which 
until recently were purely matters of account. He should therefore plead 
guilty. Other charges having been investigated, the defendant was 
committed for trial at the assizes, being on bail. 








The Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation have declared a further 
dividend of £10 per cent., free of income tax, making a dividend of £14 
per cent. on the capital stock of the corporation for the year 1901. 








Wannixe to Inranpive Hoves Puncuasens ann Lessazs.—Before pur- 
or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is ad to 


have the Drains and Sanitary ents tly Tested and 
Reported . For terms iy to Th Sani Oo. (1 
Carter, O.H, Manager), 65, Victoria-street, W Soi 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Registzars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Emencency Aprzat Counr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No, 2. Kexewics. Bras. 




















Greswell Jackson Theed 
Church Pemberton Tr aa 
King Pemberton W. Leach 

Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

4 Farwe.u, Buckuey. Joyoz, Swixren Eapy, 
Mr. Beal Mr. z Leach Mr. Church Mr. feqiutes 

Beal R. Leach Church Carrington 
Carrington Godfrey Greswell Beal 
Beal R. Leach Church Godfrey 
Carrington Godfrey . Greswell B. Leach 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 23.—Messrs. Davip Burxerrt & Co, at the Mart, at 1: Reversion to One-fifth of 
£44,000, invested in Railway Stock, Corporation Stock, Shares, &c.; lady aged 51. 


; Messrs, Bird & Eidridges, Lonion, (See advertisement, this week, back 
page. 


June 24.—Messrs. C. W. Davizs & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Shop and Dwelling-house at 
Holloway ; let at £67 10s. per aunum, Solicitors, Messrs.! Geo. Brown, Son, & Vardy, 
London, (See advertisement, June 7, p. 4.) 

RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrizxp held their usual Periodical Sale of Reversions and 
we aa at the Mart, E.0,, on Thursday last, tne followiag being some of the pricas 


realized :— 
REVERSION to One-half of abut £1,100; life 22 attaining 25 ... 
Se Oe EE cn es. en, ome, ote, a ce eeh ee 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £1,812 India 3} per Cent.; lifeS8... .. 4, 990 
LIPS POLICY for £500; life Gi... 8. rete wet 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Faripay, June 13, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Luorep 1x Caanozry. 


AssoLuts Lirz Assurance Co, Limrrep—Petn for em | up adjourned 4s 29, 
directed to be heard on June 10, was again adjourned, ill be heard on June 24. 
Weatherley, 2, Old Serjeant’s inn. In, solor for the petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon of Juae 23 

AsHanti Kwav Synpicats, Limrep (in Votunrary Liqurpation)—Oreditors are re- 

uired, on or before July 31, to send their names and addresses, the of 
their debts or claims, to William Wallis Futcher, 103, Gresham House, Old Broad st, 

Karuth, Union ct, Old Broad st, solor 

Buiack Frac Syyxpicats, Liwrrep (in Votuntary Liguipatiox) —Creditors are rao 
on or before July 10, to send names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Folland Loveriag, 3, Charch passage, G 

Baitisn Co-orrrativs Surry Co, Limrrep ars are required, on or before pele 
to send their names and addresses to R W Hope Bunt, King st, Wakefield. Tow 
& Wi Wakefield, solors to the liquidators 

Brooks Goip Fisips, Liarrsp —Creditors are ~~ on or before Aug 11, to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their ts or claims, to Ernest Alfred 

Foster, 6, Gt St Helen’s. Birchalis, Gracechurch st, solors to the liquidator 

Dovetas Devetorine SynpicaTe, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 

30, to send their pames and addresses, and ed yy m4 their debts or claims, to 

Hayes Singleton, 11, Abchurch In. & Wm Webb, New Broad st, solors 


heard June 24. 

reach the named not later than 6 o’clock June 23 

Heap Cloves Corron Manvracturine Lunrep—Creditors are wasiead 00 or before 
1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
ohn Thomas Maxwell, Heap Clough, Grane, Haslingden, Lancaster. Woodcock & 


Sons, solors to the liquidator 

James Duxior & Son, <aueee on Liqvipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 28, to send their names and the particulars of tneir debts or claims, 

to Sanderson & Weatherhead, Quay Walls, Berwick upon Tweed, solors for the 


uae Co, Luurep (1x LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, on or before July 26, 
2 oat names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
ur 


Henry 
Mryerat Oris Corporation, Linrrszp—Petn for winding wa, yoesented June 11, directed 
to be heard June 24. Clarkson & Co, 10 and 11, Lime st, to » Notice 
Sepang eats Goeveaay not later than 6 o'clock in afterneon of 
une 23 
My Va cer, Luorep—Peta for winding up, presented June 9, directed to be heard June 
24. Yates, 40, Chancery Im, solor to the petaers. Notice of must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoan of June 





JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep my Cuayomry. 


Kutsow Broruras, Linrrap—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send their 
names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to Lawrence Hasluck, 





87 years, Tel : anita: London. Telephone: 316 West | 
minster.—-[Apyr} oe 


17, Holborn viaduct. Nicholson Coleman st, solors to 
Juneiz Synp104' Petn for winding up, presented June 11, directed to be 
hi June 24 Ora’ Ch. color to petner, Notice of must 
the above-named not later 6 in the afternoon of June 
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Parexts anp Maxvuractures Devetorment Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claime, to Edward Parker Wilson, 61, Wool Exchange Tatham & Lousada, 16, Old 
Board st, solors to the liquidator 

Patent Cummyzy Por Co, Limrtep f1x LiqurpaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 26, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick Craven, Accountant Bradford Armitage, Leeds, solor to the liquidator 

Port Cutver STeAmsare Co, Limrrep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Thureday, June 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Henry Chalmers, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

W. & D. Bussy, Limrrrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their names 
= —— — - a wigs debts = a to ie Fg 7 moe | 

jam Edwar ounsey, €6, St. ne st, Liverpool, Tyrer , Liverpoo! 
solors to liquidators 

West Prince or Wars Mine, Luuirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 17, 
to send their names and resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harry Read Smith, 31, Walbrook 

County Pavatixe or Lancaster. 

Manonester Stocxyanps, Linrrep—Peta for winding up, presented June 10, directed to 
be heard at the Court House, Byrom st, Manchester, on Monday, July 7, at 10 o’clock. 
Eddowes & rons, The Strand, Derby, solora to petner. Notice of appearing mus‘ reach 
the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 6 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 27. 


Baxer, Gronce, Hilldrop cres July1 Denton & Oo, Gray’s inn sq 

Barrett, Mary Susan, Maidstone July14 Day, Maidstone 

Bates, WILL1AM Mowpray, Stanley, Durham, Farmer July1 Bidley, Stanley, RSO 

Bromuey, Josern Syxes, Eyam, Derby, Currier July 31 F & H Taylor, Bakewell 

Seceeanen, Lewis Paice Dztvzs, Catisfield, nr Titchfield, Hants June 30 Lawford & 
0d, ; : 


Friars 

Cuanpien, Cuaries, Lambeth June 20 Holmes & Son, Clements In] 

CuaPLix, Banest, Rugby June 80 Upperton & Co, Liccoln’s inn flejdg 

Coxzs, Exuex, Bristol June 24 Pershouse, Bristol 

Dawsox, AxpREw, Hunslet, Leeds June 27 Granger & Son, Leeds 

Dyer. ALFRED James, St —_ Southampton July1 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Evaxs, Janz, Haverfordwest, Tobacconist June 30 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 

Fears, Jonn Samvet, Burton on Trent, Licensed Victualler June 17 Knowles & 

Ever! |, Burton on Trent 

Fow.zn, Jouy, Dronfield, Derby June 24 Alderson & Co, Shefficld 

Gospzx, Watter, Portland pl, Hotel Manager June 24 Wynne Baxter & Keeble, 
Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 

Grrcory, Mary Janz, Kensington Sept1 Barlow & Barlow, Fenchurch st 

Grey, Ry Dame Barparina Cuartotre, Cobham, Surrey June 24 Taylor & Co, 

lord row 

Harvey, Wim Hewry, Beversbrook Tufnell Park Jul eene 

Seething in ” 7s yee 


Hoxcxixsox, Epuunp, Baslow, Derby, Miller July 31 F & H Taylor, B 

came, Soe Hewty, Baskerville rd, Wandswort Common jae f ros hho & Oo, 
lord row 

Jeyxixs, Erzavor, St Bees, Cumberland June 30 Thompson, Whitehaven 

JounNs, on Ricuarps, 8t Keverne, Cornwall, Farmer July 1 Tyacke, Helston, 


JonEs, ior | Kingsey, nr Thame, Oxford June 24 Balfour &Co, Old Serjeants’ inn, 


n 
Kees, Many, Millom Rural, Cumberland June 30 Clark, Broughton in Furn 
Lorp, Cuan.es, Keighley, Yorks July 19 Naylor & Cass, Keighley _ 
LupLow, Saab AoNes, Amberley, nr Stroud June 28 Wootton & Son, Finsbury circus 
Manxixc, Epwarp Stevens, Upminster, Farmer June 30 Hunt & Co, Romford 
Mitcue.t, Estuer Evan, Shrewsbury July 1_ Mitchell, Shrewsbury 
Moneax, Axx, Birmingham, June 30 Price, Birmingham 
Netuerwoop, Sazan Any, Dalton in Huddersfield June 3) Hallas, Huddersfle!d 
Prowmas, 8auvzEt, Bedford, 8 er June 30 Tibbs & Son, Bedford 
Poxpgr, Ex1za, Sunbury on Thames June 30 Sawbridge & Son, Aidermaubury 
Procter, Isaac, Holme, Westmorelaud, Farmer Junel4 Talbot & Rheam, Milnthorpe 
Te Epwakzp, ee ~~ Ry 4 — & Co, Tonbrid 

PgR, ARTHUR, itched Friars June r & Collier, tched 
Roapway, GzorcE, Bath June 30 Stone & Co, Bath _— — 
Srzernexson, Taomas, Raisthwaite, » Hasbandman June 30 Clark, Broughton in 


Tuompsox, James Duncay, Leadenhall st, Merchant July 1 Freeman & 

Warcur, Ciara, Brockley June19 Burton & Sen, Blackfriars rd > San 6 
Warsow, Exiza, Woodbridge, Suffolk July7 Gross, Woodbridge 

‘Warts, Epwanrp, Longsight, Manchester July12 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 

Waite, Wi1114M Hevey, 8t John’s rd, Hoxton June 80 Adams & Hugonin, Long acre 
Wiox, Cuances Carn, Leeds, Gas Stove Manufacturer July 10 Simpson & Simpson, 


Winey, Seren, Chester le Street, Durham June 17 Nicholson & Martin, Btanley 





London Gazette,—Fripay, May 30. 


Amyox, Jonx Henny, Malvern Kilburn, Music Publi 

; Gnancoe st, Guvendins ba Oe ms ‘ublisher “July 1 Faulkner, 
6PINALL, Lume, Lightcliffe, nr ax k keeper J 30 Goole 
BatvastTine, Baran Janz, Hi ton * June 13 Broatch & Oo, reend Sam 

Baxxs, Gzorez Mzavows, Wolverhampton July 12 Willcock & Taylor, Wolver- 


hampton 
Brat, Rosen, Skirpenbeck, Yorks, Farmer June 21 Wood, York 
“nee Birkdale, nr Southport June 10 Bull & Brett, Cheadle, Stoke on 


Bewszy, Gzorcz, Sherborne, Dorset July 1 Bartlett & Sons, Sherborne 
Braver, Jase, Brighton July 12 Evershed & Co, Brighton 

buowxe, Hewny, MD, Manchester June 28 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
Cuaryss, Canotinz, Stockwell July 8 Miller & Oo, Savile row 

Currsez, Exvtex, Stockwell July3 Miller & Co, Savile row 

Cuivers, Witt1am, Histon, Combridge Sept 29 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Co.eaives, Isaac Joux, Louth, Lincs July 14 Allisons & Allisons, Louth 
Cowsy, Hzszext Evizaners, Gateshead July 15 Swinburne, Gateshead 
Onastagz, Hexsiztra, Weyoridge July1 Underwood, Hull 

Crowe, Many Aynz, N ich July8 Keith & Co, Norwich 

Dawsox. Joax, Harrington gdns July 19 Budd & Co, Austin Friars 

——— Fraxcis, Long Melford, Suffolk, Innkeeper June 16 Fisher & Steed, Leng 


Dopsox, Hexny Joux, Brighton June 30 Pearce & Rowse, Liverpool st 


Dock, Wiss, Bournemouth July 10 Tilling, Bish 
Vaeruixes, Witt14m Cizcc, Wellington chmbrs, on ridge June 28 Miss Jay, Birch 


ERDMORE, ’ ’ 
OWL ‘CRO’ Warehouseman July 6 Rogerson 
Granam, Jou ALLACE, Graeme, Clackamas. Oregon, UBA Railroad 

, ’ J Superintendent 
Guzrx, ILLIAM Roussos, Barwick in Eimet, Yorks, Farmer July 1 Granger & Son, 


Hzspss Ssnau, Kingston upon Hull July 15 Davis, Hull 


Hicxton, Betsy, Halesowen, Worcester, Beerhouse Keeper June 9 Cooksey, Old Hil, 
Staffs 
Howrer, Roser, Birstall, Yorks a 29 Keene & Co, Seething In 





Jerrrey, Ev1zaBEtH, ‘arwick June 30 Wright & Co, Leamington 
Jenninas, Mary Janz, ifax J uly1 Bell, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks 
Jenxines, Joux, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Millwright July 1 Bell, Sowerby Bridge 
Kiva, Kuizaseta, Skipton, Yorks June 80 Charlesworths & Wilson, Skiptoa 
Kina, GzorGE, June 30 Charlesworths & Wilson, Skipton 
Lanz, Wit.14m, Susningdale, Berks July1 White. Ealing 
Marxwanine, Gorpon Louis, Ashbourne, Derby July 8 Uooper & Co, Newcastle, Stafts 
MarsHatu, Pamir, Wednesfield, Staffs June 28 dill & Son, Wolverhampton 
Mipciey, James, Buttercrambe, Yorks, Farmer July 14 Robson, Pockiington 
NEVETT, JANE, woe June 30 Reader & Co, Moorgate st 
Orner, Toomas, Middleham, Yorks July4 Chapman & Dixon, Leyburn, RSO, York 
Pazamons, Exizazers, Porlock, Gomquest June l4 Joycs & Co, Williton, Taunton 
Pix, Henry, Swanage June 30 Slade, Swanage 
Ream, Jonn Wiii14m, Long Sutton, Lincs June 26 Mossop & Mossop, Sutton 
Bee anes Duley, Worcester Licensed Vicwnalier Jane 30” Tinsley, Dudley 

OE, J AMES, alter June ley, y 
Rosz, Gzorer, Chesham Bois, Bucks, Miller July1 Francis & How, © 
Royce, Barsara, Leicester July1 Toller & in, Leicester 
Sxars, Hangret, Walworth July1 Keene & Co, Seething In 
SurTrH, Frepericx James,Ryde,lofW July 9 Pontifex & Co, St Andrew st, Holborm 


Boat Owner July1 Cowl, Gt Yarmouth 





circus 
Srantey, WILLIAM Henry, Gt Yarm 


Erort, ALICE, omg Lancs June 26 teon, Leigh, cs 
Tucker, WILL edmore, Somerset June 80 March, Axbridge, Somerset, R30 
Usner, CHARLES, or, Corn Merchant A) 1 Last & Goodford, Windsor 


2 
Wasuer, Witt14m, Lewes, Gardener June 24 iUman, Lewes 
Watson. Jonny, Sunderland J uly 15 Watson, Stockton on Tees 
Wart, Evizaseta Rutuerrerp, Spittal, Berwick on Tweed June 27 Smith, Berwick 
on 


Tweed 
Waeewer, Cuanves, Aylesbury, Bucks June 24 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
Witxrxson, Erten Hasser, Long Sutton, Lincs June 26 Mossop & Mosscop, Long 


ton 
WILxkInson, Pariscitia, Long Sutton June 26 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton, Lines 
Woopmay, Epwarp Pr.iy, Shawford, nr Winchester July{i5 Wooldridge & Bon, 
Winchester 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, June 8. 


Axuvurst, Grorcz Henry, Margate June 24 Boys, Leg wed 
ALISTER, Gzorce Miywis, Seacombe, Chest2r, Licensed Victualler July 1 Thompson & 


Co, Birkenhead 
Ayizs, CHARLES, » Provision Dealer July 14 Timbrell & Deighton, King 
William st, London Bridge 


BappE.ey, James, Manchester, Tea Merchant July 15 Domakin, Manchester 

Bisuopr, Exiza, te June 23 Sankey, Margate 

Bowen, Corngtivs, liford, Baker June 30 Apted, New rd, Stepney 

CouNnsELL, Rosegt, Uphill, Somerset, Yeoman June 3) Smith & Sons, Weston super 
Mare 


Deamez, Fr K, Harpenden, Herts, Publican June 30 Tuckey, Harpenden 
DzicHToy, z rime Bridgnorth, Salop, Chemist July 14 Timbrell & Deightop, 


DiaG.z, Mary Acnes, Manchester June 30 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

Drew, HeEten, Glendore, Yorks August, McLaren, Cheltenham 

Dz - waa CutverHouss, Nairobi, Uganda, East Africa July 31 De Ges, 
eymout 

Hamuyn,, Many Catmapy, Exmouth June 2 Ford & Co, Exeter 

Hawkswosts, JAues, Barton Biount, Derby July 11 Sale & Co, Derby 

Hergizrr, Tuomas, Bloagh, Draper July il Charsley, Slough 

Hicuamu, Ann CaTHErtxe, Swiaton, Lancs June 24 eston & Co, Manchester 

Houtman, Buity CaanLotTrs. 8t Joha’s Wood Augi2 Freshfields, Old Jewry 

TotRoyp, Mary Anne, Rochdale July 4 White, Rochdale 

JENNER, JOHN, Swaaborough Farm, Lewes, Farmer June 30 Meadows & %o, Hastings 

Jonzs, Epwargp Tupor, Swindon, Solicitor July 15 Townsend & Co, 8 on 

ae Seem, Chesterfield, Land Surveyor July 1 Jones & Middleton, 
heater: 


Kyicut, Evten Paving, Cheltenham Augi1 Baylis, “heltenham 

Laoxensy, Tuomas, Byker, Newcastle upon Tyne, Pot Maker July7 WJS &JAS8 
Scott, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lane, Mary Discompz, Newton abbot, Devon July 4 Webster, Newton Abbot 

Le Gros, Recinatp CLaupe, Lowestoft Ju'y 15 Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Looker, Joun, Southborough June 27 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Lott, Epwis Marruew, Cornwall rd, Notting Gill July 31 Gush & Oo, Finsbary cireus 

Lump, ExizaBets Anna, Harrogate July 1 Lumb, Leeds 

Mzap, Gzonce Henry, Devizes. Merchant July 16 Jackson & Jackson, Devizes 

— ae Sanau, Cosne Nievre, France July 10 Greenip & Co, George st, Man- 

ouse 

Morrram, Jons, Warwick July 14 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

Nussey, Osavian, Leeds July 26 North & Sons, Leeds 

Owen, Gxonee, Barslem, Staffs Publican June 3) Boulton, Burslem 

Parker, CHABLES Roserr, Bedminster, Bristol, Beer Retailer July 12 Tarr & Son, 


Pretrzvoun, Joux Pearce, Plymouth July 3) Mathews, Tavistock 
Rarusowe, Wii11am, Liverpool July5 Laces & Liverpool 

Rawws.ey, Oaro.ive, Halifax July 14 Riley, 

Soorr, Many, Doncaster July 19 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Suits, ANNE Evizapera, Amb , Westmoreland Jane 30 Marshall, Leeds 
Spzncer, Mary Ayn, Goxhbill, Lincs Ju'y1 Goy & Oo, Barton on Humber 

ee ane Maza, Sutton July 12 Southgate & Rawson, Ironmonger lp, Cheap- 


Grauvenepen, Tuomas, Harsiey Hall, nr Northallerton, Yorks July 19 Saunders 
BraearrErp, Captain En:c, Eistead, Godalming Aug 81 Burgoynes & Greatbath, 
lor 


st 
Trzssen, Herman» Ricuarp AtexanpeR, Lombard st July 5 Foss & Co, Fenchurch st 
TwEEDALE, JoserH, Marsden, Yorks July1 Tweedsle & Co, Oldham 
Vice, Marx, Croydon, Contractor July 14 Boydell, jun, South eq. Gray’s inn 
Waastarre, Joux, —— July 31 Marriott & Co, M-nchester 
Wauiworra, Emity, Southport June 30 Ph m & Bland, Manchester 
Werxs, James, funbridge Wells, Architect June27 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Wiis, Wiriu1am, 8t Lawrence, Appleby, Farmer July 6 Bleaymire & Shepherd, 


leb: 
Wiss, po ewe. Middlesbrough Mag | 10 Borrie, Midd&sbrough 
Woopcrart, pune. | sae, jurrey, Farmer Julyi5 Baker & Thoraeyeroft, 
"8 
Wv«es, Faepenics Wittiam, Cookham, Berks July 24 Garden & Hovenden, Finsbury 


circus 
Youna, Rev Canon Peter, Lincoln June 30 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
London Gasette,—Fuipay, June 6, 


Avvarp, Evovarp Jzaw Franoom Pavwars, Brussels June 30 Stevens & Dra,ton, 
Queen Victoria st 

Axuatt, Witi14M, Liversedge, Yorke June 20 Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 

Asutow, Jouy, Roby, Li Farmer July 1 Tyrer, Prescot 

Bannwes, Euma Exiza East Groydon July 13 Anning, Cheapside 

Beron, CATHERINE, Bir le, mr Southport June 10 Gull & Brett, Stoke on Trent 

BEWLEY, ALEXANDER, 8! Park rad July 12 Caddy, Chancery lo 

Bexyon, Taxorniius fomm ewport, Shipowner July 4 Hornby, New 

















port 
Bioomzs, . eee Any, Openshaw, Manchester July 10 Long botham & Sams 


ree Ey 


4 
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y, Dalton in ey mo 
Busoos, Mere sar, Leadeaball st 


Faversham 


Axyy, Eling, Southam .. July 10 
Cet, oer oun We mon ot raomee Tals 4S’ 3 O Hayward, Dartford 
‘hia Foster & Co, Queen st pl, Cannon st 


on. Henny James, P 
Dirrcz, Sorxia, Walworth rd = 156 Jones, 
Bvass, Dante, Placerville, Cal, USA, Miner July 
Fisnzs, SAMUEL, Ridgeway, Derby, J 


Z0GHEGAN, GERALD, Fountain ct, 
Gaecrcaln’s ina felds 
Gsoncz, DANTEL, feu, 6 Glam, Fitter ae 7 
Hs, Jonny. Peck July 1 
Hivos, ExizaBeTH, ah Somerset 
Jameson, J AME! 
Lyox, Gzorce, Thirsk, Yor! 
McGusty, Euity MarGaner 
Maxves, ‘Eiizaperu, Banbury 
Mayor, 2, GEORGE, Westgate on Sea 
Mayor, 8anau, Westgate on Sea July 
Mum, Jou, Newcastle Tyne 
Nicnouts, Ex1zaBETH, 
Yornis, NicHoLas, Exeter, 
eves, Luvit1a, Lymm, Chester J 
PuuBsETON, FREDERICK, Koatingey, Yorks ELA 1 
rare, Epwarp, Knightsbridge 
PyLFoRD, Bpwi~ How1is, Rye, Rue ae 3 20 
javER, JOHN, Kir leveland June2i Carrick, 


‘duty Friend & 


by, Cle 
SonwasNx, FREDERICK SicismunD, Moor; 





Sure, Many Janz, Derby J J & W H Bale, Derby 


Sreruzns, WiLL1AM Davis, Newcastle upon 
Suuvze, RoszRt, Burnley, 


WricuTuax, Cuarcorrs, Longbenton 


Warraxer, Ann, Ancoats, 
Woorrox, Gzorcz MownrTaav, Sutto 
Wortninaton, JANz, Penwortham, 


Atsest, Many Jemima, Wendover, Bucks 
Aste, JouN, Colchester July 6 PF why 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aisay, Jony Henry, Bulphan, Hesex, Nurseryman 
Chelmsford Pet June 9 Ord June 9 
Bavix, Witu1am Joun, Scarborough Scarborough Pet | 
June9 Ord June 9 
Bovzy, James Oxriver, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
Juneli Ord June 11 
nm, Frep, J yy Provision Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Deown, 5 “y we Croydon, Carter Croydon Pet 
wx, Joun Horace on, 
we Hg -2- , ad nal 8 Pet | 
mzy, Ezra, Swans er Swansea | 
June 9 OrdJune9 


” Cuanpiar, Henry J rk peowtiey, Bucks, Butcher Luton | 


Pet June9 Ord June 

CuaRLzs, ~~~ i in Furness, 
Barrow in Furness Pet April 30 0 Ord J 

OpackNELL, Horatio, Blenheim rd, 8¢ John’s Wood, Builder 
High Court Pet Mayi4 Ord June9 

Czoupsox, AtserT Bricas, Selby, Yorks, Fried Fish 
Dealer York Pet June 10 Ord June lo } 

ar =n sen Jone At eee Tailor Coventry 

une 1 

Ovsney, | Ae. tong | RR, Swindon, School- 
mistress § 2 dy 2 Ord June 11 

sow 4 J H Sutton, Builder Croydon Pet April 19 Ord | 

Frost, as Tuomas, Burslem, Staffs, Grocer Hanle 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 ; ’ 

a. Saree Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet | 


Yorks, Fruiterer Sheffield | 


eee Lender 


Pet June 10’ Ord June 
Hatt, 2a, Hoyland, Yorks Barnsley Pet Feb 18 
une 9 


joann Joun Taomas, Wroot, Lincs, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet June9 Ord June 9 


| 


Hazzison, Ricaarp Gaonea, York, Joiner York Pet | To; -* 


June9 Ord June 9 | 
Hopsox, Joux Tuomas, Coalville, Leicester, Hairdresser | 
on Trent Pet Janell Ord June ll 
Horcuinsox, ALEXANDER Girrorp, Reading, Dealer in 

Horses ing Pet May 26 Ord June 7 
Joux, Tuomas Rickarp, Pemb: Flannel Merchant 
Pembroke Dock Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Jones, James, Abelare, General Haulier Aberdare Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 
Jonzs, Hasuay Jos Wptenbell, Lock Manufacturer 
x, Volver “ ampton bet Ju une 9 11 Ord June 11 
a aMEs Joun, Piymou! tomy Propri stor 
Ken, = tabs 10 rd Juse 10 
a, Evcar Bassett Nuwsy, Spondon, Derb: 
mercial Traveller Derby Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Lawrox, Joux Witt1am, Southport, Glass Dealer Liver- | 
pool Pet June il Ord June li 
torn, fou, New 


Tred Mon, Grocer Tredega 
une 9 gta : | 





Lion, Tuo: , Pray 
ec mas, mt Siem, Blatt Txomas Gaere, and Ped 
Jame oo 


June 10 
Joun Piper, © Lancs, Iosurance Sah 


Pet June? Ord June? 


Jaly 14 * Svcheen & Oo, Pastiament ot, 
a — nerd Merchant July 19 Tassell & Son, 


Hewitt & U: 


une 
Taupe” Barrister at Law July 10 Bloxam & Co, Quank, Joun Buiackwatt, Li 
Coatzs, GzorGE VixICOMBE, 


8 
Cox, vane Lupsox, Hayling Island, Southampton July7 Harcourt & Co, Ludgate 
Oe. . , Pr Ju ~ y-teé 


Cardiff 
sobsca, Lincoln's inn fields 
July 7 Trass & Enever, Coleman st 
Manchester, ee July 7 ee Soe, Accrington 


Pe & Rodway, Trowbridge 


Stockton & Sons, Banbury 
> a 2 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 
Trinder & Co, ute 
aly io Holmes. Newcstle on 
Clarke & thn a Wilts 
Exeter 


ond & Co, Goole 


Stokesley, R 8 O, Yorks 
st, Merchant July 8 Blyth & Co, Gresham 
Scort, Henry, Kingston he Rai Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
ao Tyne, Shipowner July10 Holmes, New- 
castle on 
be - 7 July & Steele & Steele, Burnley 
Torn, Emity, Doughty st y 31 Heslom, Lav erpool st : 

AP A Pa July 15 Dickinson & Co, New- 
castie upon Tyne : 
Warn, res Hornsey rise gdns July 20 Sismey & Cook, Serjeant’s inn, 

July 26 Manchester 
Builder uly 8 Glivant Hast Eastcheap 
July 11 Willan, P 


London se - June 10. 


ge io a Sloane st 


| Piva, 8 Gronos 
Pet 


| Burra, proved 


| Aveinson, Tn 


Baran, Acwus, 
Bayxs, Susan, 


Brvitiz, Hens’ 


Baickiey, ADELIZA —_ 
Broap, CaarLes s Hexar, Wi 
Bruce, Evcar, Wi 
BuTitr, Any, 


Leadenhall st 





Davis, Epwakp, Chepstow, 

Deacock, Hexey, Sou 

Dopp, Jou, Poulton cum 
Seacombe 


Fisner, Any, Liverpool 


row 
Go.tpiz Witi14m, 
Hirst, Reece. 
Hosson, JaAmMEs, 
Dawes & Co, Rye Layg, Fran 
Bircham & 


Moons, Freperice 


Puasa, Bd 
N Wales 
5 
Taytor, Manrua, B 


Warrey, Hanya 
WIGNALL, James, 





Woop, Mary, 





| MoDonaxp, Joun ALLEy, 

iM castle on » 

ARTIN, FREDERICK JAMES 

Wells Pet June9 Ord Juni 

| Maskew, ALBERT SiNCLAIR, “Biaton, Plumber Wolver- 
h Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


on eran Nevw- | 


pot Senet > 
varm Labourer | 


aay, 


, Nicaoison, Joux, Bradf 
June 9’ Ord June 9 
Owg, Ley E, Liverpool Liverpool Pet May 28 Ord 
mes... AWitt1am, Lower Easton, Bristol, Bricklayer 

Bristol Pet Juce9 Ord Jane 9 


Pur, Epwarp, and Joun bebe om Partie, Haughfield 
nr Hellifield, Yorks, Farmers Bradford Pet June 9 Ord 


June 9 

— +," Bingley, Fruiterer Bradford Pet June 
une 

Pax, Heyer ae, Dover, Grocer Canterbury Pet June 
une 9 


9 Odd 
Bexhill, Sussex, Builder High Court 
“Ord June 11 
Porrss, _® Sm aE, Butcher Poole 


Pu —— .— yj" Whitechapel, Saddler High 
TTNAM, JOHN, 
Court Pet May 22 Ora June il 
Rosryson, —— Sheffield, Soli: Sheffield Pet 
June 10 ‘Ord June 10 
Se.py, Groner gy naan, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Junei0 Ord June 
SuELpoy, — Saat, Ont Ju , Staffs, Colliery Manager 
Ture & 
gq - Fy pa] Kent, Builder 
Pet June 10 0 AU 
* Coal Merchant 


ary 
rm yy Grove 
‘Pat Sune li Ore Ord June June il 
Norfolk, Baker Norwich Pet 


—— > Lota 


June 11 Ord June il 


= “¥> iS Sawn, Soe Sp yy Biacksmith Pembroke 
Dock aa oa 


eld, Stoeplejack Huddersfield 


Jan Wem, Salop, Builder 
ry Pet June 10° ae June 10 
Tavman, Rosest —— dermanbury bidgs, Mantle 
Maker part “Bet Juss ii Ord June 11 
Wrave Ware, N Newtown, Montgomery, 
Newtown Pet June9 Ord Juse9 
et - 5 bo = es Rochdale, Baker Rochdale Pet June 7 


Ord 
WILirams, owe yy andy, G Grover 
Pontypridd Pet Jure9’ ote, =m 


Tinker, P. H 
et June 10 ba June La 
MMY, 


Woor, —_ Fuiyeed, ar 4 
Pet Juneli Ord June 1l 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Seaman's Outfitter June 20 at 12 
rd, Swansea 


Auctioneer’s Clerk June 
gh Burnley 


“rene 
‘a, Fall st, Derby 
June 24 até 74, | 


L tum, Orro, 8 
Off Reo, 
| Aeroem, Guatsroritn, 
i — Mosraet, 3” Of Ba 


June 20 at 3 
Bautx, Wituiam Jom, 


ew 
oe Ohara sty Prtaton une 23 a6 1180 Off Reo, 14, 


‘atchmaker June 20 at 
ty ty June 2) at 1 Of Reo, 


WoLsTENHOLME, ‘FRepenicg, 


Preston, nr Brighton Sunes 


Acocks Green, W: 
ny, OB, Ley = ot 
Brvittr, Mary Anxz Gostin, Sydenham 
BraprigLD, FLoRENcs * bisabadarny Fulbam 


South Norwood “se 
Seacombe, 


Farrsurn, Jonatuan, Rotherham, 


‘Hunslet, tone Steer 2 
 Mechente 


Paumer, Freperick Hexsert, Hornsay, 
Proctor, Exocu, Audley, Staffs, Collier Ji 
Lianbrynmair, Montg 


ord, Hay Dealer Bradford Pet | 


‘reston, Cattle Dealer Preston , 


patie 
ate 

















Lea, Sherborne In 
m on Thames July 5 Powell & Rogers, Essex st, 


Pe Behe ank 
8 
22 Taylor, New London st 
Shipowner July 11 Dodd, Poulton cum 


Corn Factor Ue Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 


July1 La 
GILBERT, sane Gracz, Gloucester ad Jaly® Evans & Co, Theobalds rd, 


Ra 4 16 Hibbert, Mansfield 


June 30 Granger Son, Ler 


ton, Columbia, USA, Barlow, Bary hea July 8 


1 VU 
— ty 


wis, Gt Yarmouth pd a ee 
FoF 1, 


u'y 22 Prise & Son, 


12 T & E Slangy, Nowoustle, Staffs 


omery, Farmer Aug 81 


ae Rev Wissen James, Aldwick, Wallington, Surrey Aug 1 Pennington & 


Simpxins, * Frawors James, Newbury, Berks July7 
SmiTH, GzoRGE a, Halifax, Machine 


Dixon, Wilts 
mo Maker jaya’ Farrar, Halifax 
Co, Leamington 


Warwick oy fu Wright & Co, 


Waxes, Saean Mania, Hull Frankish & 


July 18 


Yorks, Yi rs 18 Lister & Turner. Ealhiey 
eoman ‘une . 

ht Jaly 21 Irons, Sh 
Wheelwrig 9 


Bowen, Faaxx, Norwich June 23 at 3 Suffolk Hotel, 
Lowestoft 

Barertey, Gexey Bares, Nelson, Jeweller June 

12.30 Nich las st, B 

lewcastle on Tyne, 

June 20 at 11.30 Of Ree, 

; 7 Yeast Dealer 

Cases Horatio, 8t John’s henge J Builder June 2) 
at Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Croupsos, AtBert Bricas, Selby Fried Fish 
Dealer in tar 


une 25 at 2 ne hag York 
Davy, — “Wassas, Carlton, N Hatter June 23 


at 12 4, Castle pi, Park st, Nottingham 
Dray Sosnra “uitsa within within Macclesfield, Mineral Water 
Jane 20 at 11 Off Rec, 23, King 
Edward st, Macclesfield 
— Rosert James, Reading, Baker June 24 at 12 


Douemorg, “Witazas Assatom, Cheetham, Manchester 
Frait June 20 at 230 Off "Reo, Bsrom st, 


Manchester 
Desstay, RiomaRD, Have, O Cornwall, Blacksmith Jane 


2iati2 Off Rec, Bosca’ gt ag 
Evans, Isaac Bowen, a ale, Mon, Newsagent 
Butcher's June 20 at 8 


June 2at3 1 
Evans, WILLIAM, ~¢ te 
Formsrox, Builder JulySat9 Off Rec, 


@ pot me Agent June 29 at ll 

AN 
Mr W H fanlya, 
@itt, Witt1am, Earby, Yorks, Joiner June Watil Of 
Reo, 31 i, Manor row, Bradford 
moe caren Gere June 23 at 
at tenes, Baba 
, Lancs, er June2Satil Of 
~~. ~¥ Joioer 


at 
BuasyaL., Gzorce Roser, 
Hi roprietor 


Hat, “re ~ 

Harrisox, Richarp Grones, ¥ Jou 
June ati Of Rei 

Hisxcucuurrs, Epwanrp, . Baginecer Saly 8 at 9.30 

Hixrox, Jonny Epwaarp, Draper Jane 20 at 
11.80 94, Railway app, London 

Jouty, bie Prestoa, Butcher Jane 23 at 10.3) OF 
Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Keene, Evear Basserr Newsy, Spondon, Derbd. ‘= - 
mercial Traveller June 20 at 12 Off Reo, 47, Full at, 


——y t J 


Mio Conese, Jouyx Auiex, South 
20 at 12.16 Off Reo, $0, Mosley 


Mayer 
| Jume ys 


hee) = Bolsover, 
280° Off Rec, 47, Full 
Wittan, angen Dood, 
June 20 at 12.80 Of Reo, Sotlen en st, 


Neat, 

wey br ee, 19, Guag et Newport Tot W aa 

| Niomonsox, JOux, Bredrond, Dealer June 20 at 11.8) 
Of $1, Manor row, nn a mA 

| Own, Biowand, Hols head, Iroamoager June 20 at 2.15 
Wititaw Pantr, Bi 

_ June er eo 


, Fruiterer June 23 at li Of 
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Price, Ivor Stuart, Peper bldgs, Temple June 25 at 11 
bides, Carey st 
Ricuagrps, JAMzs, Honiton Raapey Labourer June 20 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Rirsoy, Joszrx, Crouch Theatrical Agent June 25 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs,,Carey st 
a et Kilburn June 23 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Scort, Views. Gt “Tower st, Wine Broker June 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carev st 

furetps, Ricnarp Percy, Burnley, ——— June 20 at 
1245 Exchange st, Nicholas st, Burnl 

Scummers, Sarin JAvzE, Leicester, Refreshment House 
Keeper June 20 at 3 Off "Ree, 1, Berridge st, 


ester 

Tracer, Witt1am Davin, en Maden’ Salop July 9 at 
12.30 County Court O 

TixxeR. Jonx, Hud iersfieid, Bteeplejack June 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Tommy, CHARLOTTE Janz, Wem, "Builder June 24 at 11.80 

ff Rec, 42, St Jobn’s bil, Shrewsbury 

TreErpass, BAMUEL Witiiam, Midilesbrough, Plasterer 
— = at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

Wanee, Powase, Shepherd’s Bush June 23at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

oe or gaa 

.AvBax, Jouy Henry, =. ame Nursersman 

Chelmsford Pet i, 

Aston, Sypvey = Park Pl, Bt James's 8st High Court 
Pet A 22 Ord June 1 

Bavix, WittiaM som eee Bearborough Pet 
June 9 June 9 

Bovey, James Oxiver, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 

Bower, Frayx, Norwich Gt Yarmouth Pet May 23 
Ord Juse 9 

eer wy eo , Swanses, Fancy Dealer Swansea Pet June 
6 


Burniz. Ciara Lena, 8t John’s Wood High Court Pet 
April 19 Ord June 11 
Croupsox, Atpert Briaes, Selby, Yorks, Fried Fish 
Dealer York Pet JunelO Ord June 10 
Cunprit. Gzorcz Joun, Nuneaton, Tailor 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Currey, Exvganon Anyiz Exizasgru, Swindon, School- 
mistress Swindon Pet Junell Ord June 11 
Witusm_ Salford, Lancs, Butcher’s Manager 
Salford Pet Vay 26 Ord June 10 


FovursuamM, Brzvor Joux, Gt Sestinal th, 
Victualler Gt Yarmouth Pet May17 Ord Poy 


Hanley 
Gaey, © Witiam, Rotherham, Fruiterer hefficld Pet 
10 Ord June 10 

Sisoee Joax Tomas, Wroot, Lines, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet June9 OrdJune9 

Harrison, Richarp a York, Joiner York Pet 
June9 Ord June? 

Histox, Joux Epwakrp, Streatham, Draper Wandswo:th 

Pet June5 Ord June 9 

Hopeson, Jonny Tuomas, Coalville, Leicester, Hairdresser 
Burton on Trent PetJunell Ord June il 

Joux, Tuomas Ricnarp, Pembroke, Flannel Merchant 


Covent y 


Evays 


Frost, Antuur Txomas, Burslem, Staffs, Grocer 
Pet June il Ord June 11 


Pembroke Dock PetJune9 Ord June 9 
Jones, JAMES, General Aberdare Pet 
Juneli Ord June 11 


com Natuan Jos, Willenhall, Staffs, Lock Manu- 
acturer Wolverhampton Pet Junell Ord June 11 

Kav, ANAGH, JAMES JouN, Plymouth, Laundry Proprietor 
Plymouth Pet June10 Ord June10 

Kur.ixc, Epcar Bassett Newey, Sen, Derby, 

mercial Traveller Derby and Long Eaton Pet 

Juse9 Ord June 9 

Tamer, EuizasetH Revecoa Granam, 7 — tad rd, 
Kilburn is Court Pet April22 Ord June 

LawrToyx, — ILLIAM, See, Glass Desler Sia 

et Juneil Ord Junel 

Lewis, Rag Tredegar, med Tredegar Pet June 
9 Ord June 9 

Rosert Smatitwoop, Dearham, Seeietonh, 

Cockermouth Pet May 17 Ord June 

Litt, Witiiam, , Baker Kidderminster 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

LitTLerrovuD, ALFRED, Cranworth, Norfolk, Baker Nor- 
wich Pet June9 Ord June 

Luoyp, Tuomas, Francis Thomas Liorp, and Haro.ip 

akers Hanley 


LisTER, 


JosErH saaen, = Crate M Pet 
June10 Ord 

Lyox, Joux enue, South pry Insurance Agent 
Liverpool Pet June9 Ord June 

McDowatp, Jous ALuex, South Shields, ot New- 
eastleon Tyne PetJune 10 Ord June 11 

Martin, Freperick Jamzs, ee Farm Labourer 
Wells PetJune 9 Ord June 

Masxew, ALBERT SINCLAIR, Bilston. Staffs, Plumber 
Wolverhampton PetJune9 Ord _ 

Newtoy, Rovert, Barrow in 1 Tailor 

in Furness Pet May13 Ord June 
Beane, —e Bradford, Hay Dealer Bradford Pet 


June 9 
Pac, Prestow at Redland, Bristol Bristol Pet 
May 29 June 10 


Puiiur, Eowarp, and Jous Wii114M Puiu, Haughfield, 
nr Hellifield, Yorks, Farmers Bradford Pet June $ 
Ord June 9 
Pickuxs, Josern, Bingley, Fruiterer Bradford Pet June 
9 Ord Jane 9 
Piz, >= nw Dover, Grocer Canterbury Pet June 


Seance y Same , == zn, Bournemovth, Butcher Poole 

z —— pele EE > ‘ 
EAD, GzoncE WALTER, ingham, Brush on lac- 

turer Birmingham 


Pet June4 Ord Juse 
Solicitor Sheffield Pet 


e 
Szipy, Gzorce peas, rong Grocer Sheffield Pet 
June10 Ord June 1 
Grates, Caazres, ee Coal Merchant High Court 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 





SuiTH, ARTuuR, eectint, Norfolk, Baker Norwich Pet 
Janell Ord June 
a Hzsen, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
JuneS Ord June 10 
Tomas, Gzorce Lewis, Seine, Biacksmith Pembroke 
Dock PetJune9 Ord J 
Tivxer, Jouy, Hu dersield, 8 Steeplej ack Huddersfield 


Pet June une 
» Rochdale, Baker Rochdale Pet June 7 


WEesTALL, Fr. 
W: mn mg M Tonypandy, Glam, G 
iuiaMs, Davin Morcay, Ton y; rocer 
Pontypridd PetJune9 Ord June9 
Woor, Joun, Fullwood, nr Preston, 
Pet June li Ord June 11 
Wosrttey, yyy 5 yr Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet May Ord June 
v Apso DIGATION ANNULLED. 
Joxgs, Jonny Water, Liandov 
at Law Carmarthen Adju 
May 15, 1902 


London ne hae ag 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASTFALCK, Cosa, b Sean, Hairdresser Coventry Pet 
Junel2 Ord J 

BarBer, Tuomas, Halifax, Stone Dresser Halifax Pet 
June 12 Ord June 12 

Brooker, GEORGE 7. Chichester, Hawker Brighton 
Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

Brooxes, Water, Brierley =. Staffs, Grocer Stour- 
bri Pet A vd 29 alll gt y 28 

Cargigr, JoHN, k, Derby, Draper Nottingham 
Pet June 13. Ord ; ents 13 

Cuapwick, Artur, Mottram in Lon 
[ane Ashton under Lyne Pet June 13 3 ord 
une 

Covust, Jouy, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet 

Cc ng « bag fa Yi an OE Baek Operati 

ROSSLEY, JouN, Horbury, Yor! i erative 
Wakefield Pet June 13 —$ aeed 

Davies, Ropert, Oldham, Builder “Oldham Pet June 10 
Ord June 12 

Deane, James, sen, Radcliffe, Lancs, Timber Merchant 
Bolton Pet June13 Ord June13 

Diamant, Leon Anton, Falcon sq, Woollen Manufacturer 
High Court Pet May18 Ord Jane 13 

Epmounps, Wi1LL1AM “om Aston, Birmingham, Public 
house Birmingham Pet June 14 Ord 


Carmarthen. Barrister 
"March 4, 1898 Annul 


June 14 

Exuis, bg James Busnip, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Goods 
Porter Leeds Pet June13 Ord June 138 

Enpy, J roy Cinderford, Glos, Clothier Gloucester Pet 
June 18 Ord June 13 

FeaTuer, JAMES, Rapley, pe, Hay Dealer Bradford 
Pet May 14 Ord J 

FiercaEer, CHARLES, Ettivgshall, nr Wolverhimpton, 
Grocer Wolverhampton Pet June 14 Ord June 1é¢ 

FieTcxer, RichHarp JAMES, Borough, Rope 
Dealer igh Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Fox, CHABLEs, ———! Beerhouse Keeper Swindon Pet 
Junelé4 Ord June 1 

Gissors ALFRED, Abiog ton rd, Kensington High Court 
Pet Febi7 Ord J 18 

Giusox, ALFRED, inne ton Hill, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet May 22 Ord June i2 

GrRDLESTONE, 1 HOMAS Jacos, Norwich, Plasterer Norwich 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Guezee, Seeman, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet June 11 

rd 1 
Hatt, Josers, Ashton under Lyne, Vet Sengee Ashton 


under Lyne Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Hzremann, Meyer Ferndale, Glam, Furniture Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet June13 Ord June 18 
ar > Taare MRERERRERIR, Builder Poole Pet June 12 
June 
Hounsgxu, WIti1AM Jonny, Ea, Publican Dorchester 
5 oe 14 vay June 14 M td ~ = 
OWARD, JOSEPH CHARLES, oe gineer Nor- 
wich PetJunel4 Ord June 1 
Jones, Sornia ANN, ho Rag nglesey, ae 
Victualler Bangor Pet June 12 me 
KirkLanpD, CHARLES, oy a Derby, Builder Derby Pet 
June12 Ord June 1 
Ksicat, Toomas Woop, , Farmer Brighton Pet 
Junel2 Ord June 12 
Lav, Samoe., jun, Lower Whitley, Gate, Farmer 
Warrington Pet Junel4 Ord June 1 
Miter, Jonn Wituau, T — Coal Merchant 
Exeter Pet June13 Ord 
OLIveR, ee Gt Grimsby “Gt Gtine Pet June 11 
Ord June 11 
Ruopgs, Tuomas, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper Shetlicld 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
SzaLze, Gzorcz, Walton on Fhenee, Baker Kingston, 
Surrey Pet. May 31 Ord June 1 
Sreevens, bade sg 8, Brook st High Court Fet May 13 
Oo 
Towpeut, as, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet June 12 
12 
Tupor, Mary, Liverpool, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet 
May 28 O:d June 13 
Tuner, Henry, Shows, Bost Manufacturer Crewe Pet 
Junell Ord June 1 
Wasmeey, DaniEu esniiie Beemer, Builder 
mbridge Pet May 27 Ord June 12 
Warre, =. B ba = RT, a pement, Comantasion 
Agent Pet ~_—- Ord cane 3 
W ison, RH, Sale, Cheshire, Bricklayer Manchester 
Pet June 18 Ord June 13 
Youre, Joun_ Gairrira, ns on Tyne, Solicitor 
Dur May17 Ord June 
Amenéed notice subtituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 8 
Jemma tae 3 Ook Zounsor, Cheshire Manchester 
May 


As Cc Coventry, H ieee J 24 at 
TYALOK, ane une a 
12,15 17, Hertford st, Seventy 


Bacon, ML VD. fee 
June 30.at3 Off Rec, besiege, Boowe’s 








L 





B TH Halifax, Stone D J 
ARBER, _ x, me Dresser June 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbra, Halifax mi 

Boxp, Gzorce, Thornton, nr Poulton le ie io 

Farmer June 25 at 1 Off Rec, 14, Cha 

Bowen. Henry Faepericr, Luton, 8 
turer June 25at12 Off Rec, B: st, N 

Brametp, Witt1am Grorce, Kingston upon Hull, om 
Haast — June 24at11 Off Rec, Trinity Hous 
n, Hu’ 









Brooxses, Water, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer Tune 9 
= Mr W R Skelding, Auctioneer, High st, Stour. 






ge 
Cuanviez, Heyry James, Stewkley, Bucks, Butcher Ju, 
24at 1230 Off Rec, Bridge st, ; Northampton 
CrossLey, JonN, Horbury, by Silk Factory 
June 25 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
CunDALL, anes. Sa? Nuneaton, Tailor June 24 atily 
Off Rec, ord st, Coventry 
Confectioner July 1 at ny 
st, ——— 
Seon pong "sen, Radcliff a Merchant June x 
at3 19, st, B 
Diamant, Lrox ANTON, a peaer eq, Woollen Manufactory 
June 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Down, Tuomas Witu14M, Liverpool, Grocer July 2 at» 
Off Rec, 35, Victoris st, Live: pool 
ou. Cuartes YATES, Brynmill, Swansea, Grocer J, 
at 1130 Off Res, 31, Alexandra rd, Swanses 
Peari, JAMES, ey, Yorks, 14 uouee Jaws 
at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Poviaitan Brvor J onN, Gt Aa Licensed Victualler 
June 24 at 12.15 Star Hotel, Gt Yarmouth 
Gappar, FREDERICK, igo Bristol, Baker June % ¢ 
Off Rec, 23, B — Ae Bristol 
GELBSPAN, JULIUS, treet rd June 24at12 Bank 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Granp, ARLES, ied ame gm Norfolk, Bake 
June 28at12 Off Rec, King st, N: or wich 
Gray, Wicti1am James, Cardiff, Clerk "Fens 80 at 12 in, 
Bt Mary st, Cardlff 
Haut, Uw Tariant. Yorks June 2406103) Of 





Da Sas, rm 


Ree, 
— ooo. sBenggrai, » Glam, Plumber June % at 
135, rthyr Ts dfil 
Honan, Henry, St Helen’s, Lancs, Butcher July 1 at 2 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
jou Brava, Gt Portland st, Business Transfer 


Agent Julyl at 12 Bankrupt> _ ‘bldg, pee F at 


Jounson, James ALFRED, Gt Grims June 
24atl1 Off 15, Osborne st, Gt aon 

omy ow oHnson, Sale, Cheshire _ 24 at 
2.3 ff Rec, = Brom at, Manches ‘er 


Jonzgs, a a ro d, Glam, grange Jun dist 
8 erthyr Tydfil 
Kav. Rn oe "Jou, Plymouth, Laundry 
June 24at11 Off Rec, 6, Athancoum ter, ~ Plysauth 
Lyon, Joun Kennepy, South Birkdale, ance 
July 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Martin, FrepgRick JAMES, Glastonbury, Farm me! 
June 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Baie, JouN bf ey’ Teignmouth, Coal Merchant July 


9at 10.30 Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, -_* 
Moss, VERNON yp bee ad Sutton Coldfield, Wi 
Estate Agent June 25 at 11 174, Corporation s, 


Birminghem 
MorTTEeRsHALL, Esnest, Nottingham, Lice Warehouseman 
Fe Ly at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nott 


Nave BK K, ae mans, — Vale June 24a¢23) 
ey st 
raLrs Norwich, Fishmonger June Bat 
eiing a Re Norwich 


NIcKALLs, 
12 0 
June 2at 11 Off Beo,6, 


Nutz, JM, Pntath, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Parker, JOHN HEwry, Derby, Painter June 24 at 39 
off mee, Be Full st, Derb 

mL1AM, Lower Easton, Bristol, Bricklaye 
June 25 a611 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Pitz, Henry Rexr, Dover, Grocer July 3 at 9,15 Off Be, 

63, Castle st, Canterbury 

Porrer, ALYgseD ArTHus, Bournemouth, Butcher Jum 
24at 12.80 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

River, James, Leeds, Solicitor June 25at1l Off Reo, 2, 
Park row, Leeds 

Someee, : J a Long Eaton, Derby, Lac: Manufacturer 





June 24at8 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Smits, Aarnrae Thetford, Norfolk, ‘ike June 24 abf 
Off Rec, King st, Norwich 

TixpE.L, Jamus, Bradford, Tailor June 25 at 11,30 Of 
Rec, 31, ir row, Bradford 

Wusrat, ‘Faaxx Rochdale, Baker June 24 at 1115 
Townba 1, Rochdale 


Waits, ee dewes Epwarp Jonzs, Wednesbury, Staffs 
June 3) at1l Off Rec, Wolverham 
Wiwiams, Jouy, Aberdare, Butcher — 24 at 2 18, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
HORGE VINCENT, St Mergnat | Norfolk, Miller 
June 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, 8, to & ty orwich 
Woon, Exizasera, Prestwich, t Maker June 
24 at 3.80 Off Rec, Byrom at, Manchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Wome 


Acar, Gzorcz Vincent, and Ropert Sorusnx, West 
bourne grove, Tailors High Court Pet May 10 Ori 
une 1 


Banper, THOMAS, Halifax, Stone Dresser Halifax Pe 
June 12 Ord June 12 

Bratz, Freperick Hanway, Woodstock rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Organ Builder High Court Pet May 16 Ord 


June 18 
BRAMELD, , Na Groraz, Kingston upon Hull, Cordid 
ee Kingston upon Hull Pet April 2 
une 1 


Baooxer, Gxonce Manx, Ohichester, Hawker Bright 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 
Sete Watrzs, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer Stour 
bridge Pet Ord June 16 


Oannize, SSonx, hire. ook, Derby, Draper Nottingha® 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 









pestcers tS 
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vigiveges? 
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; 10 8) Of 
June 2% at 
ily 1 at 2 
| Transfer 
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Cuapwick, ARTHUR, Mottram in Longdendale, Chester, 
Accountant Ashton under Lyne Pet June 18 Ord 
June 18 


Heyny James, Stewkley, Bucks, Butcher 

Luton PetJune9 Ord June 12 

Cnosstgy, Joux, Horbury, Yorks, Silk Factory Operative 
Wakefield Pet June13 Ord June13 

Dzaxz, James, sen, Badcliffe, Lancs, Timber Merchant 
Bolton Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

Ds Burcu, Arraur Epwarp Cuarman, York York Pet 

12 Ord June 10 

Down, Toomas Wit11am, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet May 31 Ord June 12 

Dyes, Cuances Yates, Brynmill, 
Swansea Pet June4 Ord June 12 

Buus, W114" James Burnip, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Goods 
Porter Leeds Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 

Expy, Jacos, Cinderford, Glos, Clothier Gloucester Pet 

meee” Conmsan Mtingshall Wolverhampton, 

ABLES, . mr olver! 

on Wolverhampton Pet Junei4 Ord June 14 

Fox, Cuantes, Swindon, Beerhouse Keeper Swindon Pet 
Jane14 Ord June 14 

Garrzr, Faepgricx, Temple, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
Pet June9 Ord June 12 

Gmpixstonz, Toomas Jacos, Heigham, Norwich, Plasterer 
Norwich Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Guover, Antuus, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pct June 11 
Ord June 11 


Haw, Josern, Ashton under Lyne, Veterinary Surgeon 
Ashton under Lyne Pet June13 Ord Jane 13 

Haut, Stzruey, Ellel, Lancs, Bailder Preston Pet May 9 
Ord June 12 

Hemmany, Muyer, Ferndale, Glam, Furniturs Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Houty, Franx, Winton, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Jane 12 Ord June 12 

Hovnset,, Witt1Am Joun, Bridport, Publican Dorchester 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Howarp, Joszrn Cuaries, East Dereham, Norfolk, 

Norwii Pet June 14 Ord June 1¢ 

Joussoxy, Witt1am Jounson, Sale, Cheshire Manchester 
Pet May 2 Ord June 12 

Joszs, Surnia Ann, Beaumaris, Av pow. Ticensed 
Victualler Bangor Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Kixtanp, CHARLES, Bonsa)J, Derby, J.iner Derby Pet 
June12 Ord June 12 

Kuyper, Samvet, Commercial rd, Boot Manufacturer High 

Pet May 15 Ord June 12 

Lewis, SamvueL, jun, Lower Whitley, Farmer Wanrring- 
ton Pet Junel4é Ord June 14 

Mayes, Samust, Lower Edmonton, Builder Edmonton 
ket April 25 Ord June 11 


Swansea, Grocer 


Mittzr, Jonny Wrii1tam, ae, Coal Merchant 
Exeter Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Oxiver, Bicharp, Gt Grimsby Gt G:imsby Pet June 11 
Ord June il 


Patmer AtBEert Epwaxp, Hulme. nr Manchester, Cigar 
Merehsnt ter Pet May 10 Ord June 14 
Pocosr, Nicnotas Marcar, Fulham Paik rd High Court 
Pet Avril 23 Ord June lt 

Ruopes, Tuomas Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper Sheffi-ld 
Pet June 138 Ord June 18 

Scott. James, Gt Tower st. Wine Broker High Court 

- — 17 eg “.. Collier 

HELDON, GrorcE JAmEs, ip‘on, Colliery Manager 
ey Pet June5 Ord June 12 

Tracer, Wittiau Davin, B:idgnorth, Salop Madeley Pet 
Jane4 Ord June 10 

TrxpEtt, James, Bradford, Tailor B adford Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 

Wa ker.ey, Dayiet Cuartes Newmarket, Builder Cam- 

ridge Pet May27 Ord June 14 

Waure.poy, Joun Barnerr, Blenhtim 14, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet April4 Ord June 12 

Wuire, Anruur Hexseat, Fishtonds, Bristol, Commission 
Agent Bristol PetJune14 Ord June 14 

Wuitriztp, Hexzsy Wess, wy my House Agent 
Birmingham Pet May 16 Ord June 13 

Witirams James, Cadox’on juxts Berry, Glem, Grocer 
Cardiff PetJune3 O:d June 9 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 27: 

Enouisu, Ex1yan Grorcs, and Gzorcs Ayuirne, Surbiton 

my Merchants Kingston, Surrey Pet May1 Ord 
‘ay 23 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application he made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. G@. WAINWRIGHT, 


M R. F. F. MONTAGU, LL.B.. continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORY FINAL and 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 
—Particulars on application, pe's mally or by letter, at 93, 


2] 


| Chancery-'ane, W.C. 








Treasurer. 











Vf ESS. IND 
A (Editors of the “Law Stadents’ Journal,” 








AW.—E i 
————- Bend Common Law, and General a4 

‘on ; without ; manage branch 
Fighest references. -X. L, 116, Minard-road, Oattord, 





LAY-4 City Solicitor (University man), 
in is open to make with a 
Practice for Mutual 


care of 
E.C. 





O SOLICITORS and Others.—Any Person 
having knowledge of a Will made by the late William 
Kenward, of Acton, and 
bush, is requested to Communicate with Messrs. 
Sons, & Room, Solicitors, Hammersmith. 


MAN. AGING CLERKSHIP Wanted i ane 
salary.—Y. M 93, Chancery-lane, W.0. = 


BoOCE-EREPER and CASHIER Requires 
; 3 in Accountancy 


Situation ; 
and Kain’ gotem | good references; —Apply, 
IB sare of Fest OMS, Muck Hadines, Herta ’ 


[,0CE-KEEPER, Kain’s System, Executors’ 

and Trustees’ Desires Position in Solici- 
tor’s or Accountant’s Office,— Accounts, 20, Handel- 
stret, W.C. 


(APEraAL City Offices to be Let, from £80 
to £40.—Szante & Hayes, Paternoster House, E C. 




















Messrs. 


Owing to the Extension of the 
Law Society's Premises, 








BAYLISS’ .<* FENCING. 





WRITE 
TO 


MFRS. OF 





REEVES & TURNER, 





Of 100, CHANCERY LANE and 
CAREY STREET, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


Have Removed to 























LDINGS, 








3, BREAMS BUI 











CHANCERY LANE, E.C. 





(Nearly Opposite). | 


CATTLE FENCES. 






POULTRY AND LAWN TENNIS 
FENCING. 







BAYLISS. 
JONES 
& 
BAYLISS, 


_| 






MFRS. OF 
WIRE FENCING, ETC. 














































ii 








| ill 


yi l 
| 









| GOC KENNEL 
| RAILIKC, 
ETC. CZ 








a 














594 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 21, 19032. 





== 





OLICITORS, Mortgagees, Trustees, and 

Owners generally of Freehold or Properties 
for Bale in Town or Country can find an immediate pur- 
chaser by sending full particulars to Rerizzp, 43, Pyrland- 
road, i. - Condition as to repair immaterial. 
Being actual purchaser, no commission required. 


£9, 000 Wanted on Mortgage of Free- 

hold Property about 20 miles north of 

faeles: repayable by on £500 quarterly ; 

estimated value £20,000. — solicitors only 
apply, As, 9, Walbrook, E.C, 


UILDING LAND and INVESTMENTS 

WANTED.—The British Land Company (Limited), 

¢f 25, Moorgate-etreet, London, are prepared to entertain 

the Purchase of Freebold Building Estates, large or small, 
or eound Freehold Investments. 


ARGATE and WESTGATE-ON-SEA.— 
To Vand Syndicates, Speculators, and Others.— 
Important Freehold Estate, 1} miles from either of these 
favourite seaside resorts, in one of the best parts of the 
Is'e of Thanet. 400 acres, two good residences and out- 
bu dings, nearly 20,000 feet frootages to parish roads; the 
land hies high, end commavds fine sea ond inlend views ; 
easily develored ; — sites for institutions or for 
investments ; to be Sol rice £16,000 for the 
= or would bedivided. nately’ ‘den & Moris’ 
ate Offices, 67 and 68 Cheapede, London, E.C. 


SOLICITORS and Others.—Gentleman 
having secured Valuable Building Estate within 10 
= of London, is Desirous of meeting someone to Assist 
in Developing .— FREEHOLDER, 60, Loftus-road, 
Shepberd’s Bush. 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P: THOMPSON & CO,, 


322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Livesroot, Maycurstser, and Biauineuan), 


























LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro 
PATENT matters. 
Representatives in all Capitals. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
on the minimum monthly balances, 
2° iC. when not drawn below £100. 
zl on Deposits, repayable on demand. 25 
o oO 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free. FRANCIS B¢.VENSCROFT, Manager, 
Telegraphic Address: *‘ Binxsecn, Loxpos.” 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 
GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
SSTABLISHED 18651. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
o 
he 
DEPOSIT ACOOUNTS. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
Telephone No. 6 Hoizorx. 
BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 





Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS~YN-~DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing -9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 





References — 
Dr. Gro. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, on. 
Dr. D. Ferner, 34, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Or. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


- “ ener, oe the Act and privately. 
‘or c., apply 
am "Y. 8. D. HOGG, MBOB , on 
fedical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
ical Attendant : re my SEVESTRE, 7 7 
ipal: H. M. RILEY, Ass 








apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
THE INEBRIATES ACTS. 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMEN2. 

For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of —— Healthy employment and 
recreations : Workshops, poultry farm, gardening, cricket, 
fonta, | billiards, &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electric light 

hout. Terms 1} to 24 Guineas weekly. N $ 
“a to Resipent Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT. 








)}GYPTIAN HALL ees Home of 


Hotablinhed & 29 | years, 


Mr. J. N. MASKELYNE and his Company of Inimitable 
Artists DAILY, at 3 and 8. 

The Eas “replete with modern miracles. 
Ricwvel apd oe ered seats, 53. and 3s.; area, 2s ; best 
balcony in London, 1s. Children under 12 half-price 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 
BRZND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, 


’ VAURHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 








re 
Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


COURT 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 


To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN, 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges, 
ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerk, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Ooroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS, 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
The Companies am | 1862 to 1900, 


AUTHORITY 











Every requisite under the aes Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate us, 


SHare Certiricates, Desentrures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Szats designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &,, 
4, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE &, 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Aets, 
By Feancis J. Geen, of fhe Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lav, 





ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.L.M.E,, 
M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 
5 Chancery lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent 4 


Sppostions con effected in all parts of the 
Won. ions conducted. Opiniops and Searches 
as to novel! 








S. FISHER, 188, = 








PROBATE 


——_f_ 





The Members of the LEGAL aly, 
olate 


are respectfully requested to kindly R 
mend our Fiem to Executors and 
requiring Valuations. 


ESTABLISHED 


—— ee“; 


FEVALUAT (ONS) 


LONDON, W. 


1772. 


—_———"3/(¢@ ~ 


SPINK & SONS 


t & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, ooimnet E.C., and 17 & + pea 





Suitat 
THE 


Mort 


LEG. 


uk] 


